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(The hearing commenced at 1:00 p.m)

MR. SILVESTRI: Ckay. This renote public hearing
Is called to order this Tuesday July 14th, 2020 at 1:00
p.m M nane is Robert Silvestri, nmenber and presiding
of ficer of the Connecticut Siting Council. ['ll ask the
ot her nenbers of the Council to acknow edge that they
are present when introduced for the benefit of these who
are only on audi o.

So we wll start with M. Robert Hannon, who is the
desi gnee for Conm ssioner Katie Dykes of the Departnent
of Energy and Environnental Protection. M. Hannon?

MR. HANNON: | am here.

MR. SILVESTRI: Thank you. Ms. Linda Guliuzza,
designee for Chairman Marissa Paslick Gllett of the

Public Utilities Regulatory Authority.

&

GULI UZZA: Present. Sorry.

SILVESTRI :  Thank you. M. John Morissette.
MORI SSETTE: (Good afternoon. Present.
SILVESTRI : Thank you. And M. M chael Harder.

2 % 3 3

HARDER: Present.

MR. SILVESTRI: Thank you. Menbers of the staff
Wi th us today are Ms. Mel ody Bachman, Executive Director
and Staff Attorney.

M5. BACHVAN. Present. Thank you.
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MR. SILVESTRI: Thank you. M. Robert Mercier, our
siting anal yst.

MR. MERCIER:  Present.

MR. SILVESTRI: Thank you. And Ms. Lisa Fontaine,
our fiscal admnistrative officer.

M5. FONTAI NE: Present.

MR. SILVESTRI: Thank you. As we are all keenly
aware, please notice that there is currently a statew de
effort to prevent the spread of Coronavirus, this is why
the Council is holding this renote public hearing and we
ask for your patience. |If you haven't done so already,
| ask that everyone please nute their conputer audio
and/ or tel ephone now.

This hearing is held pursuant to the provisions of
title 16 of the Connecticut General Statutes and of the
Uni form Adm ni strative Procedure Act, upon a notion to
reopen a petition from GRE GACRUX, LLC, which I'I|l refer
to going forward as GRE, for the declaratory ruling for
t he proposed construction, maintenance and operation of
a 16. 78 negawatt sol ar photovoltaic electric generating
facility indicated at 117 G|l MIIl Road in Waterford,
Connecti cut.

On February 27, 2020, the Council, pursuant to a
request filed by GRE and the provisions of Connecti cut

General Statutes Section 4-181(a)(b), reopened the
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Oct ober 26th, 2018 and Decenber 24th, 2018 fi nal

deci sions that were rendered in this matter. The
Council's legal notice of the date and tinme of this
reschedul ed renote public hearing was published in The
Day on June 28th, 2020. Upon this Council's request the
petitioner erected a sign at the proposed site so as to
i nformthe public of the nane of the petitioner, the
type of facility, the reschedul ed renote public hearing
date and contact information for the Council.

As a remnder to all, off the record comrunication
with a nenber of the council or a nenber of the
Council's staff upon the nerits of this petition is
prohi bited by | aw

The parties and interveners of the proceeding are
as follows; the Petitioner, GRE, its representative is
Lee D. Hof fman, Esquire; the Town of Waterford as an
I ntervener, its representative is Robert A Avena,

Esqui re; and we have Save the Rivers, Save the Hills,
Its representative, Emly A G anquinto, Esquire.

W will proceed in accordance with the prepared
agenda, a copy of which is available on the Council's
petition 1347A web page, along with a record of this
matter, the public hearing notice, instructions for
public access to this renote public hearing and the

Council's citizen guide to Siting Council procedures.
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Interested persons may join any session of this public
hearing to listen, but no coments wll be received
during the 1:00 p.m evidentiary session. At the end of
the evidentiary session, we wll recess until 6:30 p. m
for the renote public comrent session. Please be

advi sed that any person may be renoved fromthis renote
evidentiary session or the public coment session at the
di scretion of the Council.

The 6:30 p.m renote public coment session is
reserved for the public to nake brief statenents into
the record. | wish to note that the petitioner, parties
and interveners, including the representatives,

W t nesses and nenbers, are not allowed to participate in
the public coment session. | also wsh to note for
those who are listening and for the benefit of your
friends and nei ghbors who are unable to join us for the
renote public comrent session, that you or they may send
witten coment to the Council wthin 30 days of the
date hereof, either by mail or by e-mail, and such
witten statenents will be given the sane weight as if
spoken during the renote public comment session. A
verbatimtranscript of this renote public hearing

wi I ling be posted on the Council's petition 1347A web
page and deposited with the Town Cerk's office in

Waterford for the conveni ence of the public.
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Pl ease be advised that the Council does not issue
permts for stormwater nanagenent. |f the proposed
project is approved by the Council, the Departnent of
Energy and Environnental Protection stormwater perm:t
I s i ndependently required. DEEP, which is the
Departnent of Energy and Environnental Protection, could
hold a public hearing on any stormwater perm:t
applicati on.

| also wish to note that the Council wll take
roughly a 10 to 15 mnute break at a convenient junction
around 3:00 p.m this afternoon. The Council has a
nunber of notions to address. Actually, | have three.
W wiill start with nunber one, which is on June 10t h,
2020, Save the Rivers, Save the Hlls submtted an
addi tional request for party status and CEPA, C E-P-A,

I ntervener status and Attorney Bachman ny wish to
commrent .

M5. BACHMAN: Thank you, M. Silvestri. Save the
Ri vers, Save the HIls requested and was granted
I ntervener status in the original petition in 2018.
Save the Rivers certainly neets the criteria for party
status under General Statute Section 16-50(n), and al so
CEPA i ntervener status under Ceneral Statutes
Section 22(a)-19, as an association that was forned to

protect the environnent, therefore staff recommends
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approval .

MR. SILVESTRI: [I'll ask for a notion from our
counci | nenbers.

MR. MORI SSETTE: John Morissette for approval.

MR SILVESTRI: Thank you, M. Morissette.

MR. HANNON: Bob Hannon, |'Ill second.

MR. SILVESTRI: Thank you, M. Hannon. W do have
a notion and a second, and while | would normally ask
the Council nenbers if there is any discussion at an
I n-person hearing, | wll ask one by one to avoid any
comruni cation problens or nore than one person speaking
at a tine.

So goi ng one-by-one, M. Hannon, any di scussion?

MR, HANNON:  No.

MR SILVESTRI: M. @iliuzza, any discussion?

M5. GULI UZZA: No, thank you, Chair.

MR. SILVESTRI: Thank you. M. Morissette, any
di scussi on?

MR. MORI SSETTE: No di scussion. Thank you.

MR. SILVESTRI: Thank you. And, M. Harder any
di scussi on?

MR. HARDER  No conmments.

MR. SILVESTRI: And | have none. And again, we
w Il go one-by-one for voting purposes. W do have a

noti on and a second for approval for party status,
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starting wth M. Hannon. What say thee?

MR, HANNON:  Approve.

MR. SILVESTRI: M. Quliuzza?

M5, GULI UZZA:  Approve.

MR SILVESTRI: M. Mrissette?

MR MORI SSETTE: Approve.

MR SILVESTRI: And M. Harder?

MR. HARDER:  Approve.

MR. SILVESTRI: And I'll also vote for approval.

So we are unaninous in granting party status and CEPA
I ntervener status to Save the Rivers, Save the Hlls.
Thank you.

Item nunber two under notions. On June 18, 2020,
Save the Rivers, Save the Hlls submtted an objection
to the Council's adm nistrative notice, notice |ist, and
Attorney Bachman nmay wi sh to comment.

M5. BACHMAN:  Thank you, M. Silvestri. Save the
Ri vers objects to four itens on the Council's
admnistrative notice list. [Itemnunber 51, the recusal
menor anda for fornmer Council nenbers Cenents and Stein,
because they are irrelevant to the petition.

I tem nunber 52, objection to the inclusion of the
content of petition nunber 1056, because other |ocal and
state agenci es have issued orders related to those

proj ects.
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I tem nunber 54, the objection to the inclusion of
the content of petition nunber 1312.

And item nunber 57, an objection to the inclusion
of Mchael Cenents' resignation |letter because it is
not rel evant.

Section 40178 of the UAPA and Section 1650(]) 28,
subsection F, the regul ations of state agencies, allow
this Council to take adm nistrative notice of facts,

I ncl udi ng public record and prior decisions of the
Council. Al of these itens are public records and/ or
pri or decisions of the Council.

Wth respect to itens 52 and 54, these are prior
deci sions of the Council that were rendered on simlarly
situated solar facility matters, such as selection and a
DEEP RFP and sim | ar generating capacity.

Wth respect to itens 51 and 57, this proposed
solar facility has a history from2018. These are
public records and they are relevant for the foll ow ng
pur poses; one, to allow any interested person, such as
the nmedia, to follow the history of the matter from 2018
to the future final decision on this reopened petition;
two, to allow staff to efficiently cite to the
procedural history of the matter in the findings of fact
of the final decision; three, to conbat any clains of

bias on the part of any current or former council nenber

10
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and any appeal of the final decision in this matter; and
nunber four, to notify interested persons that Dr.

Cl ements cannot be retained for his expertise in
wet | ands in vernal pools for the matter, due to state
ethics restrictions. And therefore, M. Silvestri,

staff recommends that this objection be overrul ed.

MR. SILVESTRI: Thank you, Attorney Bachman. |Is
there a notion by the council nenbers?

MR. HARDER M ke Harder, | nove that the request
be di sapproved.

MR. SILVESTRI: Thank you, M. Harder. 1|s there a
second?

MR. MORI SSETTE: Second.

MR. SILVESTRI: Thank you. M. Morissette, we do
have a notion and a second to deny, again | wll go
one- by-one for council nenbers for discussion purposes,
starting with M. Hannon.

MR. HANNON: | will approve the notion to -- [I'Il
approve to deny the notion.

MR. SILVESTRI: R ght now | was just |ooking for
any di scussi on.

MR. HANNON: Ckay. | amnot sure why it was
brought in the first place, that is ny coment.

MR. HOFFMAN:.  Chairman Silvestri, | apol ogi ze --

MR. SILVESTRI: M. Hoffman.

11
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MR. HOFFMAN: | apologize for interrupting. But in
| ooking at the hearing program | think there has been a
slight error in the transcription of the Adm nistrative
Notice itens. Because item51 in the hearing programis
|isted as the decision in docket 192(b), | just think
that we need to nake sure that we get those docunents to
jive, so that the Adm nistrative Notice is correct
ever ywhere.

M5. BACHMAN: Attorney Hoffman, if | can just draw
your attention to the description under docket nunber
192(b), it indicates the recusal nenoranda of --

HOFFMAN: My apol ogi es.
BACHVAN:  Thank you.
SILVESTRI: W all set, Attorney Hoffnman?

2 3 5 3

HOFFMAN: Yes.

3

SILVESTRI :  Okay. Thank you. Again, going
t hrough our council nenbers, M. Hannon had a comment,
but no discussion further. M. Q@liuzza, do you have
any di scussion?

M5. GULI UZZA: No di scussi on.

MR. SILVESTRI: Thank you. Morissette?

MR. MORI SSETTE: No di scussi on.

MR. SILVESTRI: Thank you. And, M. Harder, any
di scussi on?

VR. HARDER: No comments.

12




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

MR. SILVESTRI: Thank you. | will again do
one- by-one for voting purposes. Again on the notion to
deny, starting with M. Hannon?
HANNON: | will approve the notion to deny.
SILVESTRI :  Thank you. Ms. Quliuzza?
GULIUZZA: 1'l1l vote to deny, as well.
SILVESTRI: M. Morissette?
MORI SSETTE: | vote to deny, as well.
SILVESTRI:  And, M. Harder.
HARDER:  Deny.

2 3333533

SILVESTRI: And | wll agree and deny also for
nmy vote. So we are unani nous in denying that notion.
Moving on to notion nunber three. W have that on
June 22nd, 2020, GRE submtted a notion to conpel Save
the Rivers, Save the Hlls to provide its nenbership
| ist under seal. And Attorney Bachman may wish to
commrent .
M5. BACHMAN: Thank you, M. Silvestri. Gven that
Save the Rivers, Save the Hills has submtted the
decl arati on of Debra Moshi er-Dunn, President of Save the
Ri vers, Save the Hlls, Incorporated on June 24th, and
the fact that our public coment hearing is at 6:30 this
afternoon, and we still retain the sane 17 speakers that
had signed up in advance, the staff recommends that the

nmoti on be deni ed.

13
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MR. SILVESTRI: Thank you, Attorney Bachman. Do |
have a notion fromour council nenbers?

M5. MOSHI ER- DUNN:  For the record, Vice President,
not President. | know the President is |istening.

MR. SILVESTRI: | wasn't sure who that was, and
names don't pop up on ny screen, so could you just say
who that was, please?

M5. MOSHI ER-DUNN:  This is Deb Moshier-Dunn, Vice
Presi dent of Save the R vers, Save the Hills.

MR. SILVESTRI: Super. Thank you. Yes, for any
type of speaker that mght cone in, | will ask you to
say your nane, so at |least we can recognize it for the
transcript. And again, thank you for the correction.

Goi ng back to our council nenbers, do we have a
noti on?

MR. HARDER M ke Harder, notion to deny.

MR. SILVESTRI: Do we have a second?

MR. MORI SSETTE: Second.

MR. SILVESTRI: Thank you. Again, | will go
one- by-one for council nenbers for discussion purposes
at this point. Again, starting with M. Hannon, any
di scussi on?

MR. HANNON: Yes, nore of a question. So when the
17 people that signed up speak tonight, if |I am

under standi ng that correctly, they are not associ ated

14
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with any of the parties; is that correct?

MR SILVESTRI: 1'll have to ask Attorney Bachman
because | don't have the list right in front of ne at
this point.

M5. BACHVMAN:  Thank you, M. Silvestri. The
I ndi vidual s I'isted on our public comment speaker |i st
are not associated with Save the R vers, Save the Hlls.

MR. HANNON:. Ckay. Thank you. That was ny only
conmment .

MR. SILVESTRI: Thank you, M. Hannon. M.

@Qul iuzza, any discussion purposes?

M5. GULI UZZA: No di scussion, thank you.

MR. SILVESTRI: Thank you. M. Morissette?

MR. MORI SSETTE: Thank you for the clarification.
| have no further questions.

MR. SILVESTRI: Thank you. And, M. Harder, any
di scussi on?

MR. HARDER:  No di scussi on.

MR. SILVESTRI: Thank you. Again, going one-by-one

for voting purposes. W wll start with M. Hannon.
MR. HANNON: | will approve the notion to deny.
MR. SILVESTRI: Thank you. M. Quliuzza?
M5. GULI UZZA:  Approve of the denial.
MR. SILVESTRI: Thank you. M. MNbrissette?
MR. MORI SSETTE: Approve the notion to deny.

15
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MR SILVESTRI: M. Harder?

MR. HARDER: Approve the notion.

MR. SILVESTRI: To deny?

MR. HARDER  Yes.

MR SILVESTRI: Thank you. And | wll also foll ow
suit. So we are unani nous on that notion.

Looki ng through, again, on ny agenda, that is all
the notions that we have in front of us, and I will now

proceed. | wish to call your attention to those itens

shown on the hearing programthat are marked as Roman

Nunber 1D, itens one through 117 that the Council has

admnistratively noticed. Does any party or intervener

have an addi ti onal

objection to the itens that the

Council has adm nistratively noticed? And Attorney
Hof fman, |'Il ask you first.

MR. HOFFMAN:. No objection, M. Chairman.

MR. SILVESTRI: Thank you.

MR. HOFFMAN: Actually, M. Silvestri would

suffice, as | ampresiding officer, not a chairmn, but

t hank you. Attorney Avena?

MR. AVENA: No obj ection.

MR. SILVESTRI: Thank you. And Attorney

G anqui nt o.

M5. G ANQUINTO. No objection. | do just want to

note, I think it is Item1C, not 1D, unless | am w ong.

16
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MR. SILVESTRI: Let nme go back to the agenda so we
have that clear. Bear with ne.

M5. GANQU NTO. | don't really see a 1D, though,
so.

MR, SILVESTRI: Attorney Bachman, do you have that
in front of you?

M5. BACHVAN. M. Silvestri, | believe Attorney
G anquinto is correct. W seemto have nade a m st ake,
and it should be 1C

MR. SILVESTRI: Attorney G anquinto, thank you for
your observation and again, that woul d be Roman Nuner al
1C, itens one through 117. Thank you.

Accordingly, with no objection, and no further
obj ections, the Council hereby adm nistratively notices
these itens. Thank you.

"Il now nove to the appearance by the Petitioner,
and will the Petitioner please present its w tness panel
for the purpose of taking the oath?

MR. HOFFMAN: Yes. Thank you, M. Silvestri. Wth
us today on behalf of GRE, we have Jean-Paul La Marche
of GRE and Ryan Linares of GRE. In addition, we have
Steve Kochis and Jeff Shamas, both of VHB who are
consultants on the project. They wll be our w tness
panel this afternoon.

MR. SILVESTRI: Thank you, Attorney Hof frman. And

17
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before | ask Attorney Bachman to adm ni ster the oath,
agai n, because we are doing this renotely, she will give
the oath and if you would, on your response, identify
yoursel f and signal yay or nay. Attorney Bachman.

M5. BACHMAN:  Thank you, M. Silvestri. WII the

W t nesses please raise their right hands.

(Wher eupon the oath was adm nistered.)

MR. SILVESTRI: Did we get everybody? Just for

conveni ence purposes, if we could go one-by-one, please

state your nane and give a yes.

3

LA MARCHE: This is Jean-Paul, yes.
SILVESTRI :  Thank you.

SHAMAS: Jeff Shamas, yes.
SILVESTRI :  Thank you.

LI NARES: Ryan Linares, yes.
SILVESTRI :  Thank you.

33 333

KOCH S: Steve Kochis, yes.

3

SILVESTRI : Thank you. Attorney Hoffman, did
we cover everybody?

MR HOFFMAN:  Yes, M. Silvestri, we did.

MR. SILVESTRI: Super. Could you al so begin by
verifying all exhibits by the appropriate sworn

W t nesses.

18
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MR. HOFFMAN:  We coul d, but before that there is
two suggested additions to adm nistrative notice. W
can take this in any order you want, but | am happy to
do the identification of the exhibits first, if you
woul d rat her.

MR, SILVESTRI: Well, you are going to have to
verify whatever you are going to have additionally, so
what do we have additionally?

MR. HOFFMAN:  Well, no it is tw itens for
adm nistrative notice that we sought to add to the
admnistrative notice list. They are a United
Departnent of Agriculture bulletin, entitled U ban
Hydrol ogy for Small Watersheds. And al so, the M nnesota
Pol  uti on Control Agency, M nnesota Storm Water Manual .
We sought that, these are not exhibits for
i dentification, but rather two itens that we wi sh the
Council to take adm nistrative notice of.

MR. SILVESTRI: Thank you. | do have those on the
hearing notice. 1'll ask Attorney Avena, do you have
any objection to that adm nistrative notice that GRE
just mentioned?

MR. AVENA: No objection.

MR. SILVESTRI: Thank you. Attorney G anquinto,
any objections?

M5. G ANQUI NTO.  No objection.

19
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MR. SILVESTRI: Thank you, also. Please continue,
At t or ney Hof f man.

MR. HOFFMAN: Certainly. So what | will do for the
sake of simplicity is | wll start wwth M. La Marche,
continue to M. Linares, then M. Kochis, and then M.
Shamas. And | will refer you to the exhibits that
appear for identification purposes in Roman Nuneral 2B,
and | wll ask if you are famliar with those objects
and have you swear to their veracity.

So, M. La Marche, in |ooking at the exhibits that
are listed for identification in Roman Nuneral 2B, did
you prepare or cause to be prepared the exhibits that
are | ocated there, including the notion to reopen your
pretrial testinony and the responses to Siting Council's
I nterrogatories listed therein?

MR. LA MARCHE: Yes, | do.

MR. HOFFMAN: And are those docunents true and
correct to the best of your infornmation and belief.

MR. LA MARCHE: Yes, they are, with one note that
we have al so previously corrected in the interrogatories
that we initially referred to the site in one |ocation
as previously disrupted industrial, and acknow edge t hat
that is not the case.

MR. HOFFMAN.  And with that acknow edgenent t hat

was filed in a subsequent interrogatory, are those

20
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docunents all correct to the best of your information
and belief?

MR. LA MARCHE: That is correct.

MR. HOFFMAN. And do you adopt those as your sworn
testinony here today?

MR. LA MARCHE: | do.

MR. HOFFMAN: Thank you. M. Linares, |I'll ask you
the sane questions. Are you famliar with the exhibits
that are listed in Roman Nuneral 2B, including the
notion for reopening the petition, the revised petition
and the responses to the Council's interrogatories.

MR. LINARES: That's correct, yes.

MR. HOFFMAN: And did you prepare or cause to be
prepared those docunents?

MR LI NARES:. Yes.

MR. HOFFMAN. And are they correct to the best of
your information and belief?

MR LI NARES:. Yes.

MR. HOFFMAN. And do you have any changes to those
docunents, other than what has al ready been di scussed?

MR. LI NARES: No changes.

MR. HOFFMAN: And do you adopt those as your sworn
testi nony here today?

MR LI NARES:. Yes.

MR. HOFFMAN: Very good. M. Kochis, I'll ask the
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sane questions of

you. Are you famliar with the

exhi bits in Roman Nuneral 2B?

MR, KOCHI S:
VR.  HOFFMAN:

prepared those ex

Yes.
And did you prepare or cause to be

hibits, including the notion to reopen

the petition, the revised petition, the response to the

Siting Council's
testinmony that is
MR KOCHI S:
VR. HOFFMAN:
t he best of your
VR. LI NARES:
MR HOFFMAN:
di scussed above,
t hose docunents?
MR KOCHI S:
MR HOFFMAN:

interrogatories and the prefiled
attributed to you?

Yes.

And are those docunents correct to
i nformati on and belief?

Yes.

kay. O her than what has been

are there any other changes or edits to

No changes.

And do you adopt those as your sworn

testi nony here today?

MR KOCHI S:
VR. HOFFMAN:
docunents |isted
VR. SHAMAS:
MR HOFFMAN:

| do.

M. Shamas, are you famliar with the
i n Roman Nuneral 2B?

Yes.

And did you prepare or cause to be

prepared those docunents, including the notion for

reopeni ng the pet

ition, the revised petition and the
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response
VR.
MVR.

to interrogatories?
SHAMAS:  Yes.
HOFFMAN:  And are they correct to the best of

your information and belief?

VR.
VR.

SHANMAS: Yes.
HOFFMAN:  And ot her than what has been

di scussed previously, do you have any changes to those

docunent s?

VR.
VR.

SHANMAS: | do not.

HOFFMAN:  And do you adopt them as your sworn

testinony today?

VR.
VR.

t hat al

SHAMAS:  Yes.
HOFFMAN:  Wth that, M. Silvestri, | would ask
of the exhibits in Roman Nunber 2B be adopted

as full exhibits.

VR.

SILVESTRI :  Thank you, Attorney Hoffman. Does

any party or intervener object to the adm ssion of the

petitioners exhibits? Attorney Avena?

VR.
VR.
IVS.
VR.

adm tted.

AVENA: No obj ection, no.

SILVESTRI: Thank you. Attorney G anquinto?
G ANQUI NTO  No obj ecti on.

SILVESTRI: Thank you, also. The exhibits are

W will now begin with cross-exan nation of

the petitioner by the Council, starting with staff

person, M. Robert Mercier.
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MR. MERCIER: Thank you. Just the first order of
busi ness woul d have to be, deal with the photograph of
the sign that was submtted as Exhibit Nunber 11. Can
GRE submt a sign posting affidavit to the Council that
descri bes when the sign was initially posted and when it
was changed to the reschedul ed public hearing?

MR. LA MMARCHE: | amfine with submtting that.

MR. SILVESTRI: Again, in response to any
guestions, if you could please state your nane and then
provi de your answer.

MR. HOFFMAN. M. Mercier, we can provide that as
an affidavit, or I think that M. Kochis who installed
the sign could testify to it here today. Which is your
preference?

MR. MERCIER: | suppose we could just testify to it
as to when it was initially installed, do you have that
dat e?

MR KOCH' S: | would just have to find that, Lee.

MR. HOFFMAN.  We could get that for you after the
break, M. Mercier.

MR. MERCIER: kay. Thank you. Now referring to
the site access, | amgoing to be | ooking at site plan
4.0, which was appendi x A of the petition, just it gives
a nice overview of the site.

Now as the access leaves Gl MI| Road, it foll ows
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an existing |logging path, as shown. It goes up to the
el evated wetl ands. For this section fromG| MI| Road
to the wetland crossing, besides the addition of gravel,
what ot her inprovenents are needed to that road?

MR KOCHIS: This is Steve Kochis, there are no
ot her inprovenents proposed for that road, in terns of
regradi ng or w deni ng.

MR. MERCIER: Okay. Wat, | understand that you
will be installing the interconnection cable within the
road; is that correct?

MR. LA MARCHE: This is Jean-Paul, | can answer
that. The very exact location of the feeder is yet to
be final determ ned by Eversource. So we will have to
work with themin their final engineering space to
define that.

MR. MERCIER: kay. Thank you. One other feature
of the road, | amnot sure if it is going to be
Installed; are there any need for water bars or drai nage
swal es on either side of the road?

MR. KOCHIS: No water bars or diversion swales are
proposed for the access road between the onsite wetl and
and Gl MII Road.

MR. MERCIER: kay. Thank you. Now for the
el evated | oggi ng road crossing that exists today, it

crosses right by vernal pool three, in the consideration
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of the initial petition by the Council, GRE stated that
it would evaluate the suitability of the crossing for
potential project use. So was there any eval uati on done
of this existing elevated crossing to date?

MR. KOCHI' S: Steve Kochis here, we have eval uat ed
that crossing. In conbination, due to the fact of how
It was constructed and the proximty to the wetlands, we
have previously conmtted to not using that wetl and
crossing as our primary site access, and the plans wll
be revised to go across the utility right-of-way in a
different |ocation further to the north that will not
i nvol ve the wetl| and crossi ng.

MR MERCIER: kay. | don't think I clearly heard
you. You said it was evaluated and determ ned that it
was not suitable; is that correct?

MR. KOCHI'S: I n conbination of the construction of
it, as a tinber haul road and due to the proximty to
the wetlands, it was determned that it would be
beneficial to have an ulterior site access farther to
the north which does not cross that wetl and.

MR. MERCIER: Thank you. Now referring to site
plan 4.0, | believe you are going to be follow ng the
route of the existing |logging road that extends al ong
the east side of the wetland; is that correct? And then

it will turn to the north into the little northern sol ar
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field area; is that correct?

MR. KOCHI S: Steve Kochis again, referring to site
plan C-4.0, there's a turnaround currently proposed
I mredi ately to the south of basin one. The intent wll
be to revise the plans to have a new road cone to the
sout heast from that turnaround perpendi cul ar across the
ri ght-of-way and connect to the road that is already
proposed in that area on the other side, on the east of
t he right-of - way.

MR. MERCIER: Yes. Thank you. Staying with that
site plan, | see how the proposed access road wll go
around the vernal pool to the north and then around
basin one to the north and then will go to the
cul -de-sac to the south and then cross the right-of-way
as you sit. Now |looking at that proposed access road on
the west side of the wetland, do you plan to use this
configuration that is shown or are you going to
strai ghten out the curves and potentially renove it from
the 100-foot buffer zone around that wetland?

MR KOCH'S: It is currently -- this is Steve
Kochis again -- it is currently proposed to keep the
road as currently shown on the west side of the wetl ands
and to reuse the existing road in that area.

MR. MERCIER: What is the state of the existing

road? |Is it a logging, grassy logging path or is it a
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gravel -type road?

MR. KOCHI S: Steve Kochis, again. It is nore of a
grassy | ogging road, currently.

MR. MERCIER. (Ckay. It is possible just to nove it
away fromthe 100-foot buffer along the east side --
excuse me -- the west side of that wetland? Just
realign the road and maybe straighten it out?

MR KOCHI'S: It is possible. It would just have to
be investigated further and sone m nor regradi ng m ght
be necessary of the existing slopes to nake that happen.

MR. MERCIER. kay. Thank you. Now for the
ri ght-of-way crossing, would there need to be any
approval from Eversource to go across the right-of -way
extendi ng south fromthe basin one area?

MR. LA MARCHE: This Jean-Paul. W do have to work
with Eversource on approval for crossing their
easenent s.

MR. MERCIER: Have you had any prelimnary
di scussions regarding this issue with Eversource?

MR. LA MARCHE: We have.

MR. MERCIER. And were they receptive or is there
sone kind of issue that has to be resol ved regarding
cl earance requirenents?

MR. LA MARCHE: They were receptive. W have not

had that conversation in a significant anount of tine.
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But there are no known issues to ny know edge at this
tine.

MR. MERCIER: kay. Thank you. Now going back to
the vernal pool area, vernal pool three which we just
tal ked about by the elevated road crossing, referring to
the response to Council interrogatory 15, | asked about
the vernal pool envelope and critical terrestrial
habitat pre and post devel opnent. And just trying to
determ ne, was the analysis done just for the property
itself or did those, did the critical terrestrial
habitat figure extend onto the adjacent property? D d
you can |imt the analysis just to the onsite property
itself or, you know, in sone cases these buffers extend
to, onto adjacent properties. | was wondering if those
figures included the adjacent properties also.

MR. KOCH'S: This is Steve Kochis again. | do not
bel i eve those figures included adjacent properties. The
limt of the vernal pool study was on the target site.

MR. MERCIER. Ckay. Thank you. Wre the | ogged
areas within the critical terrestrial habitat and the
vernal pool envel opes considered as di sturbed or was
your post devel opnent analysis only in relation to the
solar field itself?

MR. KOCHI S: The areas that were marked as the

areas that have been disturbed by the tinber harvest
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were considered to be disturbed for the sake of the
exi sting and proposed di sturbance nunbers.

MR. MERCIER: kay. Now, do you have any nunbers
that would just give the disturbance in relation only to
the solar field itself, leaving the | ogged areas as
nondi st ur bed?

MR. KOCH' S: W do not have any figures of that, at
this tinme, but we could prepare that.

MR. MERCIER. kay. The only reason | ask is
because the initial analysis done back in 2018, |
believe, that was in response to, | don't have that
information in front of nme -- but in any case, it was
done that the, only the solar field itself was
consi dered the disturbed area and not any forested or
currently | ogged areas. So | just wanted to have the
nunbers that were consistent.

MR. KOCH' S: Ckay. W can conmit to preparing
t hose nunbers.

MR. MERCI ER:. Thank you.

MR KOCH S: Also just like to say, put on the
record -- this is Steve Kochis -- | was the one that put
the sign up at the site and I was al so the one that
edited the sign when the public hearing needed to be
reschedul ed. The original sign was put up on June 9th,

and the sign was updated on June 26th, and | was there
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for both tines.

MR. MERCIER: kay. Thank you very nuch. Now
referring to Council interrogatory 42, and this tal ks
about the stormwater basins that were in proximty to
vernal pool three. Now | understand that the two
basins, | think it is basin one and basin 16, are going
to be designed as pond type basins, and that way they
will hold water in the spring. And although you, the
response states, they are unlikely to act as decoy
pools, this possibility does exist; is that correct?

MR. KOCHI S: Do you have a response to that?

MR. SHAMAS: This is Jeff Shamas. | am sorry,
could you just repeat that question?

MR. MERCIER: Yes. | believe that basin one and
basin 16 are designed as pond type stormwater basins in
that they hold water typically in the spring, according
to your response. And although the response states that
the two basins may not act as decoy pools, that
possibility does still exist, correct?

MR. SHAMAS:. It is feasible that they could act
that way -- yes.

MR. MERCIER: kay. Thank you. Now, of the two
basins, is it nore likely that spotted sal amander woul d
use stormwater basin one as a decoy vernal pool, given

that it is only 280 feet fromthe vernal pool, whereas
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basin 16 is slightly nore uphill and over, across an
Ever source ri ght-of - way?

MR. SHAMAS: Depends on their mgratory path, to
answer that. But, you know, | would say not necessarily
that the closer it is could be, but if it is in the
mgratory route of the specie, yes, it could.

MR. MERCIER: Okay. Thank you. Now, in the event
that they do act as decoy pools, would GRE be willing to
devel op a post-construction nonitoring protocol for
those two basins to assess the potential for decoy pool
breedi ng by the spotted sal amander? And if
post-construction breeding is found, could a wildlife
exclusion be installed around the basin to reduce the
potential for the basin to act as a decoy pool ?

MR. LA MARCHE: This is Jean-Paul. | believe that
we can commt to that. | don't want to commt to any
specific details, because | don't know what that plan
I ncl udes, but in concept we can work to devel op that.

MR. MERCIER. kay. Thank you. Now referring to
the DEEP letter, dated February 29th, 2020 in regard to
t he Easter Ri bbon Snake, does GRE intend to enploy the
protected neasures that are listed in the letter?

MR. LA MARCHE: This is Jean-Paul. W intend to
enpl oy the protective neasures that are included in the

managenent plan that VHB prepared, as well as what was
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provided to DEEP for their concurrence. | don't know if
Steve or Jeff if you can confirmthat that is the sane
as the DEEP letter.

MR KOCH'S: This is Steve. | can hop in. The
proposed conservati on neasures for the Eastern Ri bbon
Snake that were reconmended by DEEP were i ncorporated
into our revised site plan that was provided to CT DEEP
as part of our stormwater permt application. Those
pl ans can be provided to the Siting Council after this
heari ng.

MR. MERCIER. Do the plans include any type of an
environnental nonitor to do any inspections for snakes,
such as, you know, prior to the commencenent of
earthwork in areas up to 300 feet fromthe wetl and?

MR KOCH'S: This is Steve, again. | would have to
check on that and get back to you on that answer and the
specific details of what is included in the plans.

MR MERCIER: |If there is no provision for a
nonitor to those plans, would GRE be accepting of having
a nonitor to inspect areas that are within 300 feet of
the wetland prior to the comencenent of construction?

MR. LA MARCHE: This is Jean-Paul, we are okay
wor ki ng on a nonitoring plan.

MR. MERCIER: Ckay. Thank you. |In the petition

attachnment one, there was a US Fish and Wldlife letter
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dated Septenber 17th, 2019. It stated that the project
site was wthin the range of the Northern Long Eared
Bat, but no critical habitat was identified in the area
and no known roost trees were found. Based on this
docunent, does the petitioner have to take any further
action or submt any additional information to the U S.
Fish and Wldlife Service?

MR. SHAMAS:. This is Jeff Shamas. At this tine,
no, there is no intent to have to submt anything back
to the U S. Fish and WIldlife.

MR. MERCIER. (kay. So there is no requirenent,
not an intent, right?

MR. SHAMAS: Correct. There is no requirenent.

MR MERCIER. Got it. GCkay. For the U S. Fish and
Wldlife Survey -- excuse ne -- Service, have
recommended tree clearing restrictions for the Northern
Long Eared Bat in Connecticut? And if so, did they
specify those restrictions for this site?

MR. SHAMAS:. This is Jeff Shamas. W have not
recei ved any of those types of requirenents.

MR. MERCIER: kay. Thank you. Moving on to
Council interrogatory nunber 40, this pertains to the
dam safety question. Now | understand that no one from
DEEP Storm Water asked GRE to reach out to the dam

safety division, but was there any exam nation of
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criteria that defines a damfor the stormwater basins
on site?

MR. KOCHI S: This is Steve Kochis, again. There
was no specific examnation into the status of the storm
wat er basins to be classified as dans. However, | am
famliar with the dam safety regul ations and they are
uncl ear about what needs to be classified as a dam So
you would typically have to go through their process to
determ ne what is a damand what isn't, and it is not
readily avail abl e i nformation.

MR. MERCIER. Okay. Well, does GRE intend to neet
with the Dam Safety D visi on?

MR KOCH S: GRE -- sorry I'lIl -- sorry, this is
Steve Kochis. GRE is going through the CT DEEP Storm
Water Permt Application and we will go through all the
divisions that are required to go through to achieve
that stormwater permt.

MR. MERCIER. Ckay. So |, you are, SO you are
going to neet wwth the Dam Safety Di vi sion then,
correct?

MR KOCH' S: |If we are requested to -- this is
Steve, again -- if we are requested to by CT DEEP Storm
Water staff.

MR. MERCI ER: Based on your experience, do they

typically referred you to that division for certain
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proj ects?

MR. KOCH S: Steve, again. Based on ny
experience, in the past, they have not referred projects
t hrough the dam safety program However, very recently
t hey have been. This would cone only in the last nonth
or two since COVID regul ati on haves changed their
preapplication format.

MR. MERCIER: Ckay. Thank you. Now just referring
to site plan CG4.6. There is stormwater basin four.

It is a pond-type basin near the eastern side of the
site and it shows, the site plan there shows a gravel
road | eading directly downhill to a gate just above the
basin. Now, given the orientation of the gravel road
and the sl ope exceedi ng 50 percent of part of this road,
I's there any concern of stormwater flow ng downhi l
generally on the inpervious gravel road and potentially
causi ng road erosion and depositing sedinent into the
basi n?

MR. KOCH S. Steve Kochis, again. It is feasible
that this road could create erosion, however, a swale
specifically to protect against that has been proposed
as proposed swale 4.1 on the downhill side of that road,
which will carry any sedinents there.

MR. MERCIER: |s there any other type of road

surfacing material that can be used in this area, such
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as grass pavers, which | have seen at sone sites? Just
to reduce the anmount of potential erosion and fl ooding
fromvehicles using it?

MR. KOCHI' S: There are definitely alternatives that
are feasible to be to used, which could alter the
performance of the site. So we could look into, into
that for specific areas of the site.

MR. MERCI ER: Wen you say alter the perfornmance of
the site, what do you nean by that?

MR, KOCHI S: By that | nean, as you eluded to, the
chance that sedi nent erosion may happen in specific
areas.

MR. MERCIER: And just |ooking at the fence
alignnment that kind of surrounds the road as it descends
in the turnaround and there's a gate, is there any need
to have a fence in that |ocation, or can you just nove
up the hill to where the corner of the solar field is?

MR KOCH'S: This is Steve, again. | believe the
fence can be changed in that |ocation as you requested
W t hout any significant project inpacts.

MR. MERCIER: Thank you. Now referring to the
petitioner's response to Council's set to interrogatory
43, this had to do with solar panels within 200 feet of
identified wetlands. |If the solar field was

reconfigured and the two identified areas in the
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response, so that no panels are within 200 feet of the
i dentified wetlands, could the stormwater basins in
these two areas be relocated to create a | arger

undi sturbed buffer to nearby wetland? That woul d be
basin five and six and the eastern portion of the site
and basins 12 and 13 on the wester portion of the site.

MR. KOCH' S: This is Steve Kochis, again.

Regardi ng basins five and six, they would be chall engi ng
to relocate due to the nature of the topography in that
area. Those are the areas where the storm water
natural |y channelizes, so placing the basins in

(i naudi bl e) not able to capture all of the runoff from
the project area. Regarding, it is the sane, that is
the sane situation with basins 12 and 13, as well. They
are placed in areas where stormwater naturally
channelizes prior to | eaving the devel opnent. So it
woul d be a bit challenging to relocate those basi ns and
have them be just as effective as they are currently

pr oposed.

MR. MERCIER. kay. For basins 12 and 13, | see
there is, you know, grading just above them And if you
renove the panels, you just can't nove themup the hil
slightly and regrade the area just above the rel ocated
portion to make sure the water drains into then? It

just seens |ike those basins potentially could be noved
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back fromthe wetland area?

MR KOCH'S: It is sonething we can certainly | ook
into. 12 happens to have a natural swale that have,
that exists discharging fromthe east to the west into
the basin. And 13 is located in a natural |low spot. So
rel ocating the basins would just be noving them away
fromthose existing features, is the only issue with
that. But we can | ook at that.

MR. MERCIER. kay. Thank you. Now referring to
the response to Council interrogatory 46, in set two, it
di scusses the design details of several infiltration
basins. And just to clarify the response, does the DEEP
Storm Water Division exam ne the construction details of
storm wat er basins when you submt the general permt?

MR. KOCHI'S: This is Steve Kochis. Yes, they do
review the design details of storm water basins.

MR MERCIER. And with that, do they exam ne the
sub surface information provided with the request for
general permt?

MR. KOCHI'S: This is Steve, again. CT DEEP does
consi der the geotechnical investigations as part of the
revi ew of storm water basin design.

MR MERCIER. Okay. So in this case, for basins
three, five and 10, which are the infiltration basins,

DEEP Storm Water will be the entity to determne if the
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basi ns are designed properly, correct?

MR KOCHI'S: | believe that is the anticipation,
yes.

MR. MERCI ER: Just because in the initial response
to this question it basically said the Council woul d
have that responsibility, so | amunsure why that
statement was made if DEEP Storm Water are the ones that
would review it and approve it as part of the general
permt. | don't know if you have any comment on that.

MR KOCHIS: | think the intent of that is, is
suggesting that if the Council had a wish that the
basi ns shoul d be redesi gned, the petitioner would be
anenable to doing so. And on a conpletely separate
track, we wll also be working with CT DEEP on the storm
water permt and incorporating their comments in the
project, as well.

MR. MERCIER: kay. Thank you. Now, regarding the
stormwater calculations that were provided in Appendi x
B. The nodel preexisting conditions, was woods in fair
condition. And | amjust trying to determ ne why, what
criteria was used to determ ne that woods in fair
condition as the appropriate one to use for the
cal cul ati on?

MR. KOCH'S: This is Steve Kochis, again. The

sel ection of, woods, fair, was used based on a revi ew of
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the site as a whole. Qoviously we did not have the
benefit of seeing what the site | ooked |like prior to the
ti nber harvest being perfornmed by the | andowner. But in
an effort to be nore conservative, we assuned a, how the
site woul d have | ooked based on the portions of the site
that were not affected by the tinber harvest and assuned
a land cover that the tinber harvest, in the event that
the tinber harvest had not been perforned, and we were
aimng to be conservative in doing so.

MR. MERCIER. (kay. So what you are stating is, by
nodel ling the entire site as wiods in fair
condition, that is nore conservative than woods in good
condi tion?

MR KOCH'S: No. But it is nore conservative than
nodeling the site as having approximately 50 or 60 acres
of which have had their trees cleared for tinber
har vest .

MR. MERCIER: Ckay. So what you -- okay. So you
woul dn't say, you know, a certain percentage of the site
Is in good condition the other percent is in fair
condition; you are stating that that is not
representative of the existing conditions and fl ow
pat hs?

MR. KOCH' S: So our analysis of the portions of the

site which were not cleared by the tinber harvest was

41




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

that it exhibited nost closely a woods fair condition.

MR. MERCIER. Okay. What is that, exactly?

MR. KOCHI S: That assunption was nade based on the
| and cover, the general rockiness and the anount of
under brush and the spacing of the trees.

MR. MERCIER: kay. So the nontinbered areas,
whi ch actually are shown on site plan 5.0, you are
stating the land cover there is poor, the forest is in a
poor state, fair state because probably poor soil ?

MR. KOCHI'S: That is correct. It is generally tied
to the underbrush.

MR. MERCIER: kay. Thank you for clarifying that.
kay. For, talk about clearing for a second. Now I
under stand you al ready di scussed this project with DEEP
StormWater and the initial construction sequence,

I ncl udi ng clearing and grubbing of the site with
subsequent seeding prior to the winter nonths and then
construction would proceed in the foll ow ng spring.

Now, just to be clear, this initial phasing schedul e was
not a DEEP Storm Water Division requirenent for this
project, or was it?

MR KOCHI'S: This is Steve, again. | wouldn't cal
it arequirenent, but it was requested of us to clear
the site and allow it to go through a grow ng season

prior to construction.
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MR. MERCIER: Have you had any subsequent
di scussions wth DEEP regardi ng the potential schedul e,
given that it nost |likely won't be able to be cleared or
seeded this year if this site was approved?

MR. KOCH S: JP, do you have any thoughts on that?

MR. LA MARCHE: No, | have not had any further
conversations with DEEP on that schedule. It's, it's a
little bit of a challenge in that between when we had
these initials conversations and now the worl d has
changed quite imensely and our schedul es have had to
change, as well, and because of that we have not created
or requested finalized schedules for the clearing,
grubbing and reseeding. W do fully intend to maintain
t hat concept once we do have visibility into approval
time frame and when we are able to nove forward.

MR. MERCIER: Okay. Thank you. Now, just in
general, | understand that you are not sure of the
phasi ng, but how woul d site phasing proceed in that, you
know, when you start the |ogging operation, are you, do
you plan to use the existing | ogging roads and the
el evated crossing for that activity or are you going to
construct a new access road around the wetl ands, as we
t al ked about previously?

MR, KOCHI'S: This is Steve Kochis, | believe the

anticipation would be that any access roads, permnent
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access roads woul d be constructed as early as possible
and we would not intend to use the existing haul road
for the purposes of clearing the site.

MR. MERCIER: (Ckay. So any clearing necessary for
the road, new roads you are going to establish, you will
take care of and then hold off for the rest of the site
until the roads are established, that would not serve
the site when it is done?

MR. KOCHI S: The intent -- this is Steve, again --
the intent will be to construct those roads as early as
feasi ble and use themto the maxi num extent possible.
Just by the nature of construction, | don't believe we
can commt to using that 100 percent of the tine as they
w il have to get to certain areas in certain ways.

But, the intent wwll be to use those roads as early and
as often as possible.

MR. MERCIER: Now, once the grubbing and logging is
conpl ete, the phasing include 10 acres increnents, such
that you work an area wth grading and installing
racki ng, and then you nove onto the next area, or how
woul d the phasing proceed once you want to start wth
the main areas of the solar field?

MR KOCHI'S: This is Steve. The way the project is
proposed to be phased is that all the tree clearing and

the road installation and the installation of the
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erosion control neasures, including all of the tenporary
sedinent traps and silt fence, will be installed in the
first phase of the project. And then any portion of the
site that we are disturbing for construction wll fall
Wi thin a protected erosion control zone.

MR. MERCIER. Right. But how would you divide up
the actual site into sections where you are installing
racki ng and driving posts, things of that nature? Are
you going to work north to south in certain increnments,
10 acres or 15 acres or five acres, or are you going to
work in different areas at the same tine?

MR KOCH'S: | believe -- this is Steve, again.

And | believe the intent wll be, nost likely, to work
fromsouth to north, as far as the rack construction.
The first thing that will happen will be that the posts
are driven in, then within a couple of weeks of that
happening, in that, in those sane areas, the tables for
the solar panels will be installed on those piles and
then the last thing that will happen is that panels are
installed on the tables, in a three phase, sort of,
construction way, noving, noving in one direction on the
site. | do not believe it is anticipated to work in
multiple | ocations on the site at one tine.

MR. MERCIER: (Ckay. How would stabilization of the

di sturbed areas proceed, and as construction proceeds.
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You know, once you grub the site, are you going to have
the entire site, are you going to have the entire site
pretty much di sturbed, so how are going to stabilize
t hat area?

MR KOCHIS: The intent will be to use erosion
control blankets and hydro seed with tackifier, which is

a CT DEEP approved nethod for tenporary stabilization.

And we w il be looking to do that as soon as we can once
the racks are installed, we will be there to hydro seed
the site.

MR. MERCIER: So as racking proceeds and there is
equi pnent driving up and down the row areas, |'Il1l cal
them you know, the soil disturbance, are you going to
hydro seed in increnments?

MR. KOCHI S: That is correct.

MR. MERCI ER:  Ckay.

MR. KOCHI S: The hydro seeding wll follow the rack
i nstall ation.

MR. MERCIER: Gotcha. Thank you. And so once you
want to install the panels, would you have to hydro seed
agai n because there is equi pnent and vehicles driving up
and down the road areas installing panels?

MR KOCHI'S: This is Steve, again. By the
construction sequence, we commtted to hydro seeding

that as necessary for areas that are redisturbed.
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However, it's also not anticipated that that heavy

equi pnent is going to be used to install the panels once
the tables are up. They are typically installed by
usi ng pick-up trucks and they are installed by hand. So
It is not the sane | evel of equipnment once the tables
for the panels are up.

MR. MERCI ER:  Ckay.

MR. KOCH S: However, we will reseed as necessary.

MR. MERCIER. Ckay. Thank you. Now as you
di scussed before, sone of the nonl ogged areas, you know,
had probably exposed bedrock and | edge and, you know,
shal | ow soils to bedrock. And actually it is shown
pretty much on site plan BSl, in the Appendix A on the
site plans. How will construction occur in these areas?
You are going to have pretty nuch exposed rock, how are
you going to control water or anything that is flow ng,
you know, off these hard surfaces to adjacent areas if
there is really no soil that is usable to have seed
gr ow?

MR KOCH'S: This is Steve, again. The intent wl|
be to the maxi mum extent possible to use the onsite
stone and crush it onsite and use that stone where we
can for access roads and for rip rap stabilization
ar eas.

MR. MERCIER: kay. So for the bedrock areas where
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you are going to install the posts, you are going to
tear sone of that up and use it el sewhere, is what you
are stating, correct?

MR. KOCH'S: This is Steve, again. For sone of
these areas, that is correct. It is going to vary by
area to area, as far as the level of rock renoval and.

MR. MERCIER: Okay. | guess ny question is, how
are you going to pronote seed growh in these areas that
have shal |l ow soils or actually exposed bedrock, you
know, to cut down on water flowng fromthe hard
surfaces to softer surfaces that could erode?

MR KOCH'S: This is Steve, again. This was kind
of sonething that has, that has been discussed with CT
DEEP to date. And the intent is that we wll be
nmonitoring the site for vegetative growmh as is required
for the stormwater, the CI DEEP Storm Water Cener al
permt process and we will have to work to find
solutions for the areas that, that were not achieving
the vegetative growmh that will be required as part of
the CT DEEP Storm Water General Permt.

MR MERCIER In these areas, if sonme of the
perimeter areas on the east side of the site are exposed
| edge, that is shown that site plan BS1, how would a
permtter controls be installed there, erosion fencing

and things of that nature?
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MR. KOCHI S: For the areas of the site where the
perinmeter fencing is installed, we don't, they don't
have to be installed to have particul ar concern that
will be able to get the silt fence in. And then
furthernore, on fairly extensive geotechnical area of
the stormwater basins, and then to bring in the bedrock
and | edge in those areas, and we designed the basins to
stay out of them

MR. MERCIER: Thank you. | understood the basin
part. Could you pl ease repeat the erosion control fence
i nstallation along the | edge areas, how woul d that be
acconpl i shed? Your voice cut out for a nonent.

MR. KOCHI'S: Sure. Sorry about that. The silt
fence does not need to be installed very deep. Were
necessary we will renove rock to get the silt fence in,
but we don't anticipate having significant concerns
about being able to get the silt fence in wwth the rock
where the silt fence is proposed.

MR. MERCIER: | am just curious how you are goi ng
toinstall it on the rock. If you renove the rock,
woul dn't there be nore rock under it?

MR. KOCH S: W would have to replace the rock with
over burn material.

MR. MERCIER: Ckay. Thank you for the

clarification. Thank you, | have no further questions
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at this tine.

MR. SILVESTRI: Thank you, M. Mercier. W wll
continue with cross-exam nation of the petitioner by M.
Mori ssette.

MR. MORI SSETTE: Thank you, M. Silvestri. Can you

hear ne okay?

MR, SILVESTRI: | can.

MR. LA MARCHE: | can hear you, as well, this is
Jean- Paul .

MR. MORI SSETTE: Geat. Thank you. | amgoing to

site with Siting Council's first set of interrogatories.
The first interrogatory indicates that the l[ife of the
facility is 35 years. Does this nean that the panels
thenselves will |ast 35 years, or is there sone sort of
repowering that will occur over the period of its life?

MR. LA MARCHE: Their, | amgoing to answer this in
a couple of different ways -- this is Jean-Paul -- just
to be as clear as possible. The initial termof the PPA
contract is 20 years. W expect afterwards, (inaudible)
in a different manner, therefore the project wll
conti nue on past that.

MR. MORI SSETTE: | amsorry, but you cut out there
for a second.

MR. LA MARCHE: Sorry. The initial termof the PPA

Is 20 years. We intend to sell the power on a different
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mar ket after those 20 years. It may not be 35 years, it
may be a little bit nore, it may be a little bit |ess,
that is an estinmate.

In terns of the life of the nodules, there is sone
uncertainty, of course, in howlong they exactly wll
| ast. The expectation is generally that they degrade at
hal f a percent a year. And we assune this linearly.

The nodul e manufacturers wll typically guarantee power
output for in the order of 20 to 25 years. |If we are
continuing to sell power after that 25-year period and
there is a decrease in power output that becones too
probl ematic, we could consider a repowering, but at this
time there is no expectation of the need to do that. In
that we expect the nodules will |ast |onger.

MR. MORI SSETTE: Very good. Thank you for
clarifying that. Gkay. Moving onto nunber 16 in the
sane set of interrogatories. |Is it, is it possible to
provide a revised site plan with your proposed access
roads identified on the plan?

MR KOCHIS: This is Steve Kochis. Yes, we can
provi de that.

MR. MORI SSETTE: That would be very hel pful. Thank
you. Now, noving to the response to nunber 26.

Now, Connecticut DEEP considers the panels thensel ves as

being inpervious. And it says here that your design is
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based on the M nnesota public drai nage nanual as bei ng
conservative. By being conservative, does, would it
equate to the panels being pervious, or is that, can you
not draw that parallel conclusion?

MR. KOCHI'S: This is Steve Kochis. So, | think
what you neant was that the panels were inpervious, to
be conservative. So, how we are being conservative is
t hat the gui dance docunent regarding the construction of
sol ar arrays prepared by CT DEEP, which is out for
public comment right now, suggests that there is a |ist
of criteria that you can neet that nean that you do not
have to consider the panels as inpervious for the sake
of water quality volunme conputation. W neet those
criteria in our site design. However to be conservative
on top of that, we are using the Mnnesota guidelines to
provide water quality treatnent, even when the gui dance
suggests that we do not have to.

MR. MORI SSETTE: Very good. That is hel pful.
kay. Ckay. M next question, and we can probably go
to the stunp grubbing map attached to this first set of
i nterrogatories. Although ny question is not associ ated
Wi th grubbing, it is really associated with the --
actually, why don't we do this. Let's go to set, Siting
Council set two, response to nunber 43. kay. In that

response you say that there is approximately 300 panel s
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that can be relocated to increase the buffer to 200 feet
close to stormwater basins 12 and 13 and five and si x.
This is a two-part question. \Were, if you, in fact,
did that, where would the 300 panels go? Let's start
there. Were would the 300 panels be distributed to?

MR. LA MARCHE: This is Jean-Paul. | can respond.
We woul d not redistribute the 300 nodul es.

MR. MORI SSETTE: Onh, you would not. So you would
take a derating on the facility?

MR. LA MARCHE: There would be a potentially m nor
reduction in the DC power output by the reduction of
t hose 300 nodul es.

MR. MORI SSETTE: (kay. GCkay. Considering the
wetland two, | think this question is for M. Shanmas as
to, you know, having those panels close to wetl ands,
wet | and nunber two, and not being 200 feet, giving the
val ue of that wetland, do you see that as a detrinent to
the wetl and?

MR SHAMAS. | don't see it being a detrinment to
the wetland. | see the, we are still maintaining a
buffer to the wetlands and not, and nanagi hg the storm
water that is comng off the devel oped areas. So |
don't see that being as an adverse inpact to those
wet | and systens.

MR. MORI SSETTE: Al right. Gven that M.
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Davi dson's function and val ues of wetland two seemto

i ndi cate that, you know, it was pretty m nor

wet | and, doesn't appear that having those panels there
woul d be an inpact. Those are all the questions that |
have at this tinme. Thank very nuch.

MR. SILVESTRI: Thank you M. Morissette. Just
bef ore we proceed, Jean-Paul, | did have a quick
clarifying question for you. Wen you say repowering,
what does repowering nean?

MR. LA MARCHE: Well, | use that sane term because
| believe that was what was in the question. But ny
i ntent there was, you know, it was in relation to
degradation of performance of the sol ar panels
thenselves. So it would be a targeted approach of
repl aci ng or addressing performance issues on the
nmodul es. Most likely in trying to predict the future,
It would be using, using new nodul es, rather than a
repair or anything |like that.

MR SILVESTRI: Ckay. Thank you for the
clarification. 1'd like to proceed wwth M. Harder for
conti nued cross-exam nati on.

MR. HARDER: Thank you. Just really one question
at this point, and a coment. Question refers to the
dam safety di scussion we had earlier this afternoon.

And | guess it seened that the answers that were given
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were all along the lines of the old, you | ook at the dam
safety issues if the stormwater people suggested or
directed to. But that seens like a circuitous route to
take. Wiy not just ask the dam safety people directly?
Wiy not get the answer fromthe horses nouth?

MR. KOCH'S: This is Steve, again. |'Il answer
t hat question. The best answer | can give there, is
that, you know, we are | ooking to neet the regul ations
and requirenents of the Siting Council petition process
and the CT DEEP Storm Water General Permt process. And
that stormwater permt process does not necessarily
require you to go to damsafety. It is only in their
judgenent that they may refer you to them

MR. HARDER  Ckay. | guess | understand that. But
separate fromthe stormwater requirenents and the
Siting Council requirenments, you may be required to
conply with dam safety requirenents. Wether storm
water staff tell you that or not, |I would think the | ast
thing you would want to find out is well into the
process of construction or operating the system you
find out that you should have gotten a dam safety permt
and you didn't. So why not ask themdirectly?

MR. KOCHIS: W are anenable -- this is Steve,
again -- we are anenable to talking to damsafety. W

can do that.
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MR. HARDER: Ckay. | think that woul d nake sense.
| guess the other thing, like |I said, | just had a
coomment. | think it is good that you've, in the revised
petition you pulled back sone of the areas on the
southern part of the site fromsone of the steep sl opes.
And | guess this is a kind of application that
hi ghli ghts sone of the overlap between Siting Council
concerns and storm water concerns, stormwater permt
requi renments. But | guess | have to say, | amstill
concerned about the proximty of parts of the proposed
system and the stormwater controls to those areas. |
am concerned about, you know, in significant storm
events that, you know, sudden |arge vol unes of rainfal
and runoff, you know, being fairly close to the
recei ving waters down sl ope. Again, recognizing that
you have to get a stormwater permt and those
requi renents, those issues wll be dealt with in that
process, also. But | have to say, | amstill concerned
about that. And that is all the coments | have ri ght
now. Thank you.

MR. SILVESTRI: Thank you, M. Harder. W wl]l
conti nue cross-exam nation wth M. Hannon.

MR. HANNON: So | guess | amgoing to be the pebble
I n the shoe today.

MR. SILVESTRI: | never |ooked at you that way M.
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Hannon.

MR. HANNON: Well, they mght. | do have a bunch
of questions. Starting on page two of the introduction.
There is a comment that says infiltration testing was
performed in the | ocation of the proposed infiltration
basi ns, and 50 percent of the |Iowest rate at each basin
was used for the hydrol ogic nodeling. You also had a
geot echni ¢ engi neeri ng conpany prepare docunents, a
Connecti cut - based conpany. You tal ked about soil
condi ti ons, geotechnical characteristics, geotechnical
overview, earth worm pile foundations, roadways, but
yet on M. Trinkaus' prefiled testinony, page five, he
states in question 11, parenthesis four, although GRE
has conducted sone soil testing in connection with the
reopeni ng of the original position, that testing was
| nadequate to capture the soil properties of the site.
Wul d you care to explain or conment on that?

MR. LA MARCHE: Steve, can you commrent on that?

MR KOCHI'S: Yes. This is Steve Kochis. | believe
we had followed the 2004 Storm Water Quality Manual in
ternms of preparing geotechnical investigation that neets
the requirenents of the manual for the design of storm
wat er basi ns.

MR. HANNON: | just thought there m ght be nore of

an answer there, but he is basically saying that he
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t hi nks the testing was done, was inadequate. | nean, |
don't know if you have got sonebody there fromthe
conpany that did the geotechnic work, but | would think
that, again, being a Connecticut conpany they m ght have
sonething to say about that. So | am | nean, you got
two opposing views here. | amjust trying to get what
your position is, not whether or not you think you
conplied wwth the State standards. | was just | ooking
for alittle nore detail.

MR KOCHIS: Yes. This is Steve. | understand
your concern. W do not have a representative of the
firmas a witness today that prepared the boring | og
pits. However, | personally was out there w th another,
with soil scientists and did all the storm water
geotechni cal investigations. And as stated, we feel
that they were done in concordance with what the nmanual
prescri bes.

MR. HANNON: | got sone other questions |I'll cone
back to, as it relates to the geotechnic stuff.

Looking at map C-4.0. The map shows basin
| ocations and sone site grading. So what is being
proposed on that map, is that the extent of the proposed
grading on site?

MR KOCHI'S: This is Steve. That is correct. The

grading that is shown on C4.0 is the only grading we are
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proposi ng on the site. Generally speaking, the existing
grades are acceptable for construction tol erances and

al so for the tol erances of the solar panel equipnent.

So we are only proposing to regrade areas that are in
excess of a 15 percent slope. And the storm water

basi ns, of course.

MR. HANNON:. Ckay. Do you know, off the top of
your head or sonmewhere in the docunents, what the area
of preconstruction grades, 15 percent and therefore
preconstruction grades in excess of 15 percent? | am
just trying to get a rough idea as to the percentage of

the area that you are tal king about regrading.

MR KOCHI S: This is Steve, again. | don't have
the exact nunber in front of nme. | could certainly get
that to you. However, | do know that after we pulled

the project back fromsone of the steeper slopes around
the perineter of the project, the area of regrading
which is currently above 15 percent is approxi mately
five to six acres, which represents |ess than 10 percent
of the overall project limts. Once we do that, and
like | said, it is intended to regrade any areas in
excess of 15 percent. Anything within the project
limts should be under 15 percent, so that would be
effectively zero. Zero acres.

MR. HANNON: Ckay. Then an issue was raised a
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little bit earlier regarding the panels and whet her or
not they are considered inpervious, pervious. | know
that there were sone issues associated with M.

Trinkaus' comments about that, but | amjust kind of
curious because | thought that DEEP had in their

gui dance that panels could be considered pervious if
there were certain criteria met, and I amnot sure if
you do or don't neet that criteria, and can you explain
whet her or not you do neet that criteria? | think there
were |ike four conponents to it.

MR KOCHI'S: Yes. This is Steve, again. That's
correct. There, | believe there are four conponents to
neeting the criteria that allows you to not consider the
panel s inpervious. And that is only for the sake of
water quality treatnent. That is not for the purposes
of the grade of runoff attenuation. And we do believe
that we neet those -- are you |looking for ne to go that,
t hrough themline-by-line to say how we are neeting
them is that the question.

MR. HANNON: Well, again, you know, part of the
I ssue that may cone up later is you have sonebody sayi ng
that the panels shoul d be considered inpervious. |
don't think you are treating themas inpervious. You
may have your reasons why, but | think this is going to

end up being a dialogue that we are going to have to
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show why you are taking your position and sonebody el se
Is going to be raising the issue why they are taking
their position. So I don't know if you want to do it
now or you want to do it later.

MR SILVESTRI: Well, fromny standpoint -- if |
could interject -- M. Hannon is right on line with a
nunmber of questions that | was going to ask you later.

Wiy don't we do it now.

MR KOCHI S: Sure. This is Steve. [I'Ill tackle
that issue. You know, as a professional general, | have
researched how to nodel these panels. | have not seen

literature in the State that has suggested that the
panel s need to be inpervious for the sake of the grade
of runoff attenuation. But as | noted before, we do
neet the criteria to waive the panels being inpervious
for the sake of water quality vol une conputation.
So, you know, in ny experience and to ny know edge, this
proj ect has been designed in accordance with State
regul ations on how to nodel solar panels for the sake of
storm wat er .

MR. HANNON: | nean, there may be sone other fol ks
that we, you know, want to follow up on that, too.

kay. GRE has conducted soil survey for the site,
that is correct, yes?

MR. KOCH' S: That's correct. VHB perforned the
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storm wat er geotechnical investigations for the basin
| ocati ons.

MR. HANNON: And there was al so work done to try
and determne the infiltrated capacity of the site and
also as it relates to where certain storm water
managenent neasures were bei ng proposed; is that
correct?

MR. KOCHI S: That is correct.

MR. HANNON: Ckay. And DEEP guidelines call for
the reduction of the hydraulic soil group present on
site by one step to account for conpaction of soils at
the site resulting in machinery traffic, you know,
things of that nature. And | know that M. Trinkaus
states that with respect to that, it should be two soil
classifications. So can you please speak to that?

MR. KOCH'S: Sure. This is Steve, again. W are,
as part of the redesign of the project frompetition
1347 to 1347A, we have incorporated a one, a | oss of one
hydraulic soil group fromexisting to proposed, in
accordance with the CT DEEP Storm Water Model i ng
GQui dance. We have not seen any gui dance for the State
t hat has suggested, that required use of a loss of two
groups, and so we haven't done that on this project.

MR. HANNON:. Ckay. Sort of follow ng al ong the

lines with the stormwater basins: on M. Trinkaus'
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submttal page 8, question 12, the nultiple types of
storm wat er basi ns proposed be GRE are not in conpliance
Wi th the design standards in the 2004 nmanual. Tal ks
about four bays, long flow paths frominlet to outlet,

m cropool s, things of that nature; how do you respond to
t hat ?

MR. KOCH'S: This is Steve, again. The response to
that is that we do believe that the site plans were done
In conformance with all state guidance and regul ations
for stormwater nodeling and design and we are goi ng
t hrough the CT DEEP Storm Water General Permt process,
as we responded to M. Mercier's questions, for the
specific design of the basins, as well. And they wll
be review ng those specific designs.

MR. HANNON: Now, the basins that are proposed on
this plan, are they nore for, sort of, general |ocation
and general design and that the material that woul d
ultimately be submtted for stormwater general permt
I's much nore detailed in scope?

MR. KOCHI S: Cenerally, these sane plans were
submtted to the CT DEEP Storm Water General Permt.

MR. HANNON: Sticking on the basin issue, one
exanpl e that was given was basin five was an
infiltration basin. The bottomof the basin is bel ow

t he seasonal high ground water table. Jerry attenpted

63




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

to put together sone infiltrated practices on the

site, but in reading in a couple of different

| ocations, | think there was response to Save the Water,
Save the Hills, | think there was question 82, | thought
the coment was that you don't expect to get a whole | ot
of infiltration out of the basins so you are not

I ncluding any of the infiltration in your cal cul ations.
But if that is the case, why are you proposing to put in
infiltration basins?

MR KOCHI S: Sure. This is Steve, again, it's,
it's a global thenme for stormwater design in
Connecticut for many reasons to pronote infiltration to
t he maxi num extent possible. And in ny experience, |
found that to be beneficial in site design, as well.

So, we have nmade, we have taken the geotechnical

I nvestigations that we have done into consideration in
the design of the basins, and to the nmaxi num extent
practi cable, have tried to pronote infiltration as nuch
as we can.

MR. HANNON: Ckay. And then there are also sone
sand filters, | guess, that are proposed in sone of the
basins. And again, in reading the response question
82, | think, state, or your response stated that sand
filters screen stormwater runoff before collected and

subsequent |y di scharging through an under drain pipe,
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but | didn't see that in any of the designs, where there
any under drain pipes or things of that nature. And all
| remenber seeing are spillways, things of that nature.
Sol ama little confused as to where that canme from

MR. KOCH'S: This is Steve, again. The sand filter
designs are to be constructed per the detail, on the
details page. And that is correct. That the sand
filter designs have generally been proposed in areas of
shal |l ow | edge where we are will not get any infiltration
to serve as a water quality treatnent neasure. And the
intent will be to put the under drain out into the
Ri prap spillway.

MR. HANNON: Ckay. And then going back to the
I ntroducti on area, page 13. Says, no tree clearing wll
take place within 100 feet of the designated wetl ands
except mnor selected clearing. | amassum ng that that
Is clearing, not grubbing, grading, things of that
nature, but it is just taking down trees associated wth
shadi ng i ssues?

MR KOCHI'S: This is Steve, again. |[|'ll respond to
that one. | believe the answer to that one is that the
sel ected clearing areas would be very m nor areas for
access roads, such as the existing access road, just to
make sure that they are usable and truck traffic won't

hit those trees. All the tree clearing has been kept
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outside of the 100 foot buffers to wetlands. So we are
not anticipating any tree clearing within 100 foot of
t he wet | and.

MR. HANNON: Now on page 14, you tal k about areas
bet ween perineter fence and limts of clearing received
am dst the native, low lying plants, shrubs and ground
cover. Has anybody | ooked at including pollinator
species in that m xture?

MR. LA MARCHE: This is Jean-Paul. W intend to
have the seed m xture have flowers that are valuable to
pol | i nat or speci es.

MR, HANNON: Ckay.

MR. LA MARCHE: One of the other interrogatories
that were asked of us was, would this, would we work
with the, | believe it was Massachusetts approved
pol | i nator habitat, and our answer there, too, was that
we intend to follow the guidelines and i ncorporate as
much as we possibly can, although there are snall
aspects that are different between what is correct for
that | ocation and what is correct for this |ocation.

MR. HANNON: Ckay. Thank you. On page 17 there is
a paragraph in this that tal ks about renovi ng snow and
there maybe in sone extrenme events, you need to renove
iIt. But it also tal ks about nodul e washing is perforned

on both a schedul ed basis, as wel|l as corrective neasure
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if there is a major soiling event, but you don't provide
any details on how you woul d be cl eani ng the panels.
Can you pl ease provi de sone gui dance.

MR. LA MARCHE: Sure. Typically nodule are washed

wth, | nean, simlar to how you woul d wash w ndows, but
on a large scale. It can be done with a water truck,
wth a hose, with a wwper. It is really just an act of

renmovi ng debris fromthe nodul e surface.

MR. HANNON. Well, | need to go back a little, for
alittle clarification. W wash our w ndows, we use
cleaners. It is not water. So | just want to nmake sure
you are not using any type of chem cals, cleaner, things
of that nature.

MR. LA MARCHE: That is correct. Wter only.

MR. HANNON: Ckay. Moving into sone of the maps.
Maps C-3.6. On the right-hand side, over by the
per manent storm water basin nunber three. | can see you
maki ng the corner and there is a nunber of other areas
like this, | can see you nmaking the corner if you are on
a bi ke, but I amnot sure how you nake that turn in a
vehicle. So, | have seen a nunber of areas like this on
the site where you have sone corners, where there is a
radi us. You got others where at the sharp angle you
could be clipping sone of the solar panels. So | am not

sure that the actual road layout is in area is that
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good. Just like on page C, for map CG3.7, it is the
sane type of thing. You got a bunch of 90-degree turns,
and | am not sure how equi pnent is going to nmake it in
there. So can you explain that?

MR KOCHIS: This is Steve Kochis. So we do have
sone right angles in the gravel access road. However,
this is a 15-foot w de road and construction vehi cl es,
or any other vehicles, could use the whol e thing when
they are driving around. So we do believe that they
wi Il be able to navigate the site due to the width, the
actual w dth of the road.

MR. HANNON: Ckay. On map C-4.8. The | ower
portion of the site, just above that little cul -de-sac,
It tal ks about an area to be excavated to enl arge
sedinment trap 13A, as depicted. And to the left of
that, along that, sort of, bottomrow of panels, there
IS a note, proposed stabilized outlet from sedi nent area
for sedinent trap 13A area. | nean, are you putting in
a pipe there? | don't see anything on the plans, other
than a note. So | amjust trying to figure out what
exactly is that you are doing in that area.

MR KOCHIS: This is Steve. The intent for that
area is to use natural depression as a sedinent trap,
where the water, water goes today. That proposed

stabilized outlet will be, is intended to be a Riprap
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spillway of sorts, to allow water to cross the road
Wi t hout eroding the roadway.

MR. HANNON: Now is there a chance of collecting
water in that sedinent trap area, discharging it to a
single point to create sone erosion i ssues down sl ope
there. Because not that far to the east, it |ooks as
t hough you are doing a bunch of regrading in that area.

MR KOCH S: Based -- this is Steve, again. Based
upon the review of the topography and site visits, that
area naturally generalizes today. So we are not
changing the functioning of that area as a drai nage
wat er cour se.

MR. HANNON: Ckay. And then this is sort of a
conbi nation of the maps C-5 series, but also the G4
series. In the G5 series, you explain, at |east there
are notes in there, saying that your are proposing to
put in the erosion control blankets on inside slopes of
the stormwater basins. In the G4 point series, you
are also tal king about installing proposed R prap
arnoring in certain areas, are you proposing to put the
Ri prap arnoring over the erosion control blankets or are
they just going in where there is no arnored Ri prap? |
just want to make sure | understand what you are
pr oposi ng.

MR KOCH'S: This is Steve, again. The latter that
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you said is correct. Were we, where we are proposing
the Riprap arnoring, it is not going to be proposed to
put erosion control blankets. So the erosion control

bl ankets will be in any inside area of the basin that is
not protected by R prap.

MR. HANNON: Ckay. Then | nmay nake a suggestion
that you go ahead and correct the notes in the C5 naps
because that is not what it says. That is why | had a
guestion there.

MR KOCH S: W can commt to nmaking that revision.

MR. HANNON: Yeah, | nean, | don't think it is a
big deal. | just think it is a good idea to kind of
clarify what is going on in that area.

On map C-5.11, below the basin you have, | ooks
| i ke, what, 650-foot |engths of conpost filter sock
| ocated down there. That looks like it is in an area
that is outside your scope of work. So how are you
proposing to get that stuff installed, and is that the
only location that you are proposing to do sonething
| i ke that outside the scope of work?

MR KOCHI'S: This is Steve, again. So those, that
I ncl usion of the conpost filter sock outside of our
limt of work was included on the plans at the
recommendati on of CT DEEP t hrough preapplication

meetings with them They had particular concerns in

70




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

these couple of areas. | believe it is that area and
there is also a sheet 5.8, with the conpost filter
socks. The conpost filter socks can be installed by
hand. So we may not be required to take heavy equi pnent
out (i naudible) --

MR. SILVESTRI: M. Kochis, we can't hear you, at
all.

MR. HANNON:  You cutoff that |ast part of your
st at enent .

MR. KOCHI S: Can you guys hear ne know.

MR SILVESTRI: Now we can.

MR. KOCHI S: Sorry about that. So, that there is
that area where we are proposi ng conpost filter socks,
outside the limts of work. W are also proposing it on
sheet 5.8, to the north of stormwater basin 13, which
cane at the recommendation of CT deep Storm Water staff
during preapplication neetings. The conpost filter
socks can be installed by hand and it will not be
required to take heavy equi pnent past the limts of
work. So the anmpunt of disturbance outside the limts
of work to install those conpost filter socks, would
only be foot traffic.

MR. HANNON: Ckay. Thank you. And actually,
staying on that map page, | did finally find one of the

notices that talks about, and has silt fence backed by
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wood chip nmulch berm So at least | amgetting an idea
of where sone of the wood chip berns are, but | ama
little confused in ternms of, then you go in and state
there is areas around the project or on the perineter
where you install e-fence in lieu of silt fence for

drai nage path, you are down stream but in | ooking at
the details for that e-fence, | nean, that | ooks to ne
nore like a wldlife exclusion fence. Because if you

| ook at the details, sone of themlook |ike if there is
erosion comng down, that's, that isn't going to do nuch
of anything. So | amnot sure if that is intended to
try to keep wildlife out, because there are sone areas
where | amnot sure that you are proposing to maintain
ot her types of erosion control neasures, because |
didn't find anything related to the wood chip bermthat
you are proposing. So can you explain the use of the
e-fence and what its intended use is for and verify
whether it is or is not erosion control neasure?

MR KOCH'S: Sure. This is Steve, again. You are
correct in your assunption that the e-fence is pretty
much primarily as a construction barrier and al so a
wi I dlife exclusionary barrier. The theory behind the
use of that downstream of the stormwater basins, is
that the water coming out of the stormwater basins in

the sedinent traps is clean. And if we had used
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traditional silt fence in those areas, the silt fence
woul d be ripped away by the |l evel of water com ng out of
the basins. So the e-fence, having larger holes, wll
all ow those flows to pass through w thout damagi ng the
material and really, that e-fence is only intended to be
a wldlife exclusionary barrier, because it is
downstream of the water quality treatnent.

MR. HANNON: Then sort of follow ng up along those
lines, and | just want to verify sonething. So | have
seen a couple of notes on the plans, and this is in the
C-5 series, where a couple of notes cone up say, silt
fence backed by wood chip nulch berm 1Is it the intent
to use the wood chip nmulch bermalong the entire
perinmeter and then in sone areas, in conjunction wth
silt fence, and other areas in conjunction with the
e-fence?

MR KOCH'S: This is Steve, again. The intent, we

won't know, the problemis, we won't know exactly how

much wood chip nulch we'll have. It is going to be tied
to how many trees will be taken down as part of the
project. The use of the wood chip mulch bermw | be

targeted at the nost sensitive areas, by |looking at it
i n the conbination of contractor says, is the engineer
of record and the site inspector. It is not necessarily

to use it around the entire perineter unless we have the
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| uxury of having, you know, wood chip nulch to do so.
And it is not proposed to put the wood chip nulch berm
downstream of the e-fence.

MR. HANNON: And then if you have areas where you
are not using the wood chip mulch berm is it your
intent to use just silt fence?

MR. KOCH'S: That is correct. It would just be
silt fence. But furthernore, besides, besides just the
silt fence, alnobst every area around the perineter of
the sit is also protected by a drainage swale that wl |
carry stormwater runoff fromthe project to a sedi nent
basin. So the intent is not to rely, in many areas, the
intent is not torely solely on the silt fence, but
rather to swale the water to a sedinent control feature.

MR. HANNON: Ckay. And then | do have a coupl e of
questions, | don't knowif you are going to be able to
answer themor not, related to the geotechnic overview.
So, for exanple, the conpany said they highly recommend
a pile driving program being inplenented to confirmthe
anticipated difficult pile driving conditions. |s that
sonet hing that the conpany has thought through? | nean,
there is a nunber of reasons why. They say they
anticipate the piles wll likely rotate vertically and
hori zontal | y when they encounter cobbles or boul ders, so

that is going to create sone issues for trying to
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install the panels. So have you thought any about that?

MR. LA MARCHE: | can respond there. This is
Jean-Paul. \What is typical process is shortly prior to
final construction there wll be, the provider, the

manuf acturer of the posts, the racking, will support in
driving test piles to determ ne the exact design

requi renments and needs of the foundations that are
driven into the earth. At that tine, we will be able to
know exactly what is required. There are nultiple
options between just sinply driven piles of different

t hi ckness and types, as well as the ability to use a
helical screw type foundation if that is required, as
wel | .

MR. HANNON: |Is there any thought going into,
because as | nentioned earlier, that on this site, you
got sone exposed bedrock, things of that nature, are you
tal ki ng about the possibility of using a ball ast
anywhere on the site, or is that sonmething you haven't
really thought of.

MR. LA MARCHE: CQur expectation at this tine is
that we will not need to use a ballast, and that we can
acconplish the foundation need through either driven
pile or helical screw

MR. HANNON:. Ckay. One of the other issues raised

in the geo report is that the soils on the site are
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frost susceptible, and can exert a heaving force on the
piles. How are you guys going to address sonething |ike
t hat .

MR. LA MARCHE: Yep. Again, the final design of
those piles will cone after the test, and the typical
solution is depending on the frost depth, to drive the
pil es deep enough that they will be inbedded in the soil
beneath the frost line, therefore frost heave will not
be an i ssue.

MR. HANNON: | think that is about all | have right
now. Thank you.

MR. SILVESTRI: Thank you M. Hannon. W are
pretty close to 3:00 o' clock. Wiy don't we take a 15
m nut e break, cone back here close to, say, 3:13, and we
wi [l continue cross-exam nation at that tine with M.

@Quliuzza. Thank you. W will see you in about 15.

(Whereupon a short recess was take.)

MR. SILVESTRI: | have 3:14, and | would like to
resume again with the cross-exam nati on where we |eft
off. And this tinme it would be with Ms. Quliuzza.

M5. GULI UZZA: Thank you, M. Silvestri. | just
have one qui ck question for M. Kochis.

M. Kochis, you indicated early on in your
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testinony that you had updated the sign, and |I'd just
like to ask you to identify for the record the manner in
whi ch the sign was updat ed.

MR. KOCH' S: Sure. The physical manner that the
sign was updated was, | printed, | reprinted the new
time and date that the virtual public hearing, and put

it on with masking tape over the original sign.

M5. GULI UZZA:  Thank you, sir. | have nothing
further, M. Silvestri. Thank you.
MR. SILVESTRI: Thank you. | have a few questions.

Sonme are going to be followups to what other council
nmenbers had asked. And in no particular order, let ne
start wwth, M. La Marche, you nentioned that renoval of
the 300 panels would result in a reduction in DC power
output. Wuld it also affect AC power?

MR. LA MARCHE: No. W would not nodify the
I nverter sizing or rating or AC output based on that
smal |l reduction in DC output. And just to further add,
| think we nentioned this in the petition, as well, but
t he exact DC wattage of the nodul es, changes pretty
rapidly as technol ogy evolves. So we will be using the
hi ghest wattage nodul es that are available to this
project that work for this project and its design at the
time of procurenent. So we don't exactly know the DC

side until then.
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MR. SILVESTRI: Ckay. On the topic of panels.

Ri ght now is approximately 415 watts kind of the |argest
you coul d obt ai n?

MR. LA MARCHE: That is about the, a realistic
assunption for the market right now, you know, depending
on the exact technol ogy and the manufacturer. There is
sone that are a little higher, sone that are a little
| ower. Al so depends on supply availability, but that is
realistic.

MR. SILVESTRI: Ckay. Thank you. Staying wth
panel structure, if you wll, are the panels that you
are | ooking at, would they be free of cadmumtelluride.

MR. LA MARCHE: That is correct. There is only one
type of nodul e that uses cadmumtelluride, and we are
absol utely not using that type of nodul e.

MR. SILVESTRI: Wuld that also be the case for any
| ead or sel eni um conpounds.

MR. LA MARCHE: There nmay be a small anpounts of
| ead in sone of the solder, and | cannot speak to
sel eni um

MR. SILVESTRI: Ckay. And you said |ead would be
I n soldered, wire conponents, that type of thing within
t he panel ?

MR. LA MARCHE: It would be within the encapsul at ed

section of the panel, correct. The individual cells.
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MR, SILVESTRI: Ckay. Thank you. Again, on the
panels, | keep seeing lots of literature and concerns
fromvarious organi zati ons and peopl e on PFAS, P-F-A-S,
Pol yf | uor oal kyl Substances. Are those, is that
subst ance or are those substances in solar panels?

MR. LA MARCHE: | cannot say that there is no PFAS
in all solar panels, that is too broad of a statenent.
We are asking our suppliers to provide that |evel of
detail so we know exactly what, if there is PFAS in
nodul es that people are trying to sell to us and we are
targeting using nodul es that do not include it.

MR SILVESTRI: kay.

MR. LA MARCHE: Yes.

MR, SILVESTRI: Wth that, should PFAS still be
within the panel for whatever reason it nmay be, woul d
the suppliers not only give you a conposition as to what
Is in the panel, but information or anal yses as to what
could | each?

MR. LA MARCHE: That is correct. There is no
expectation that anything will |[each and we are
requesting | each reports or docunentation to denonstrate
t hat .

MR. SILVESTRI: Geat. Wen mght that information
be avail abl e?

MR LA MARCHE: Well, it wouldn't be avail able for
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the specific nodule that we use for this project until
we finalize that nodule, dual so | can't say exact tine.

MR. SILVESTRI: And that would al so depend on
whet her or not the project gets approved or not.

MR LA MARCHE: Exactly.

MR, SILVESTRI: Ckay. Let ne turn to M. Kochis,

I f | am pronounci ng your nane correct.

MR. KOCH'S: You are. That's correct.

MR, SILVESTRI: M. Mercier posed a couple of
guestions to you, one of themwas the potential of
novi ng sone basi ns, another was the potential |ooking at
road, if there were different nodifications that could
be done on a road for preventing sedi nentation or
runoff, or the like. One of the things | wote down on
an answer you provided to both of those, is that, quote,
unquote, we could | ook at that. Wat does, we coul d
| ook at that nean?

MR. KOCHI S: The project teamis anenable to
review ng options and showing a list of options to the
Siting Council as potential alternative for designs.

MR. SILVESTRI: So in the tinme that we are together
now and until we conme back again, is that sonething that
you are, quote, unquote, going to | ook at and provide us
wi th additional information.

MR. KOCHI S: W can provide it between the tine of
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this hearing and the continued heari ng.

MR. SILVESTRI: Very good. Thank you. Of the
wal | question, do storm water basins becone a breeding
ground for nosquitos?

MR, KOCH S: Jeff, do you want to handle that one?

MR. SHAMAS. Can you hear ne? This is Jeff.

MR. SILVESTRI: | can, yes. Go ahead.

MR. SHAMAS. They can be, yes. Any ponded water,
whether it is in a bucket or in a basin can be, unless
the water is noving. It is a sinple answer, quick
answer. | nean --

MR. SILVESTRI: Ckay. Followup to that, then,
could it be a concern, that you woul d have a breeding
ground or breedi ng grounds for nosquitos that could
cause, |'ll say havoc, sonewhere's.

MR. SHAMAS:. | certainly understand the
question, and | can't hypothesize on whether it is going
to cause havoc or be a problem but it is an area that
Is suitable. And whether they colonize and becone an
| ssue, you know, it's, it is sonething | really can't
say that. You know, if this was a basin in a
residential subdivision that is being devel oped, versus
a solar field, closer to residents, maybe that, there is
certain treatnents that | have used before when | was in

environnmental planner for a municipality in Connecticut,
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we perforned that type of nobsquito treatnent using these
little donut cakes that are thrown into the water and
deal with the larva. But | haven't, you know, we
haven't really gone into managenent for nosquitos on
this.

MR. SILVESTRI: Just one other question on that
topic. |If you use these donuts or disks or whatever you
want to call themto try to control the popul ation,
could there be residual material that conmes off in the
wat er, either runoff or the basins or whatever have you,
t hat coul d cause probl ens el sewhere?

MR. SHAMAS: There's certainly restrictions and you
woul dn't want to apply them before a storm event that
coul d be washing those out before they have dissolved in
the water. So I'm | amnot a certified pesticide
applicator, so it is probably best answered by soneone
maybe who coul d address that with the end post usage and
quantities that are in that naterial.

MR. SILVESTRI: To the best of your know edge, if
such a material had to be applied, would it have to be
applied by a |icensed conpany?

MR. SHAMAS: That is a good question. | can't
recall what the requirenment was for the usage of those
cakes. | would say that, yes, it is. But | amnot 100

percent certain.
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MR. SILVESTRI: Ckay. Al right. | wanted to go
back to M. Kochis. As a followup to what M. Hannon
was tal king about with the pervious, inpervious type of
sl opes and materials and that type of thing. Going back
to your testinony, | have |line 18 where you provi ded an
answer that says, generally they would be considered
pervi ous because they consist of vegetative surfaces
bel ow t he panels, which allow stormwater to infiltrate
to the ground, unlike roofs or roads which are
consi dered inpervious. Do you recall that testinony of
your s?

MR. KOCHI S: Yes, | do.

MR. SILVESTRI: Ckay. And then | am | ooking at
what DEEP has for the Sol ar Appendix 1 for storm water,
and bear with ne on this one, it has a rating inpervious
I f slopes are greater than 15 percent. Then it has
sl opes are | ess than 15 percent, a rating is inpervious
unl ess you have an increased stabilization as sl opes
| ncrease, provide adequate spaci ng between rows,
mai ntai n sheet flow, 100 foot water course slash wetl and
buffer and the heights of the panel are |ess than or
equal to 10 feet and there is routine inspections by a
gualified PE

So, again, going back to what you discussed wth

M. Hannon, but to try to nmake things a little bit
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clearer for ne, is it possible to answer these
guestions? Do you have, say, increased stabilization as
sl opes increase or provide adequate space in between the
rows of the panel s?

MR. KOCH' S: W do. W have, so the spacing
bet ween the panels is such that there is a |arger clear
spaci ng than the width, than the top down wdth of the
panel, which neets the criteria effectively. It is |less
t han 50 percent ground coverage ratio, which is the
concern of CT DEEP. So we do neet that criteria, by our
panel | ayout.

Regarding the stabilization, we are proposing to
use erosion control blankets or hydro seed with
tackifier wthin 72 hours of grading, as an el evated
stabilization technique.

MR. SILVESTRI: Now where it says, nmintain sheet
fl ow, how does that apply to your proposed project?

MR KOCH'S: So we are not proposing to channelize
any flow, as has been stated prior. W are not changing
any grades, except the areas that are in excess of 15
percent. So sheet floww Il be maintained as nuch as it
exists at the site today. W have al so included sone
conpost filter socks within the array to maintain sheet
flow in specific |ocations.

MR SILVESTRI: And as far as the 100 foot water
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course slash wetland buffer?

MR. KOCHI S: W are neeting that requirenent, as
well. No portion of the project is within 100 feet of a
wet | and, an onsite wetl and.

MR. SILVESTRI: And the height of the panels, |ess
than or equal to 10 feet.

MR. KOCHI'S: That is correct. | don't believe, |
am not sure of the exact nunber, but | believe the
nunber is nine feet at the top, given the tilt angle of
t hese panels, but we can confirmthat.

MR. SILVESTRI: And you think nine feet off grade?

MR. KOCHI S: Yes, that's correct.

MR. SILVESTRI: Ckay. Then as far as the routine
I nspections by a qualified PE, how does that fit into
your proposed project?

MR. KOCH'S: That fits into our proposed project as
part of the CT Deep Storm Water General Permt, which
requires inspections by either a licensed PE or
certified soil scientist weekly during any periods of
di sturbance on the site, until the Notice of Term nation
s filed.

MR, SILVESTRI: Okay. By weekly, | just take it
once a week, and that satisfies the criteria, or do you
propose sonet hi ng el se?

MR. KOCH'S: The criteria for the frequency of
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I nspections by a licensed professional is a m ni num of
one per week, but it is also required to go out after
storns of a significant nature so it could result in
mul ti ple exceptions in the sane week.

MR, SILVESTRI: \What is the significant nature?

MR KOCH'S: | believe it is with, a storm
exceedi ng one inch, that would trigger an inspection
W thin 24 hours.

MR. SILVESTRI: One inch in 24 hours? One inch in
an hour?

MR. KOCHIS: One inch in 24 hours.

MR. SILVESTRI: Ckay. How about del uge events
where you m ght get, say, three inches in a two-hour
time period.

MR KOCH' S: Well, that would certainly qualify as
greater than one inch wthin a 24-hour period, and would
trigger an inspection froma qualified professional.

MR, SILVESTRI: How quickly would a qualified PE go
out to inspect in an event that sonething |ike that
happened?

MR. KOCHI S: The requirenent is to performthe
I nspection wthin 24 hours of the rainstormevent.

MR. SILVESTRI: Does that provide adequate tine in
case there is sonething wong to try to correct it?

MR. KOCH' S: That is the guidance of CT DEEP, and
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we are deferring to that.

MR. SILVESTRI: | amkind |ooking at it froma
practicality standpoint, and I'Il tell you why. A
couple years ago | had a tree cone down in the
w ntertime, and hit the house, but that is irrelevant to
what we are tal king about, but | had to end up getting a
nunmber of, nunber of truckloads to put in sone soil.

And it is on slope, and | went and | got sone seed and |
did areally good job with erosion mats, the whole bit,
and we got hit wth seven inches of rain in a very, very
short period of tine. And all ny dirt and all ny seed
kept running off. And it alnost nade it out to the
curb, but if | had waited 24 hours, | don't know where
It would have been at that point. So the point |I am

| ooking at is, I think if you have a situation |ike
that, that it shouldn't be prudent to wait for 24 hours
before it goes to get inspected, that it should be done
in a very, very short period of tine after that m ght
happen, and | woul d hope you would agree with that.

MR KOCH'S: | agree with that. And | can add to
ny statenent before by saying that the inspector, part
of the inspector's job is to nonitor the incomng storm
to try to predict when it is going to be a significant
rainfall event. And on top of the requirenents of the

qualified inspector, you will have the contractor out on
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the site who is required, you know, has to sign that

t hey are uphol ding the erosion control nethods of the

State, as well. So they will be there full tine
I nspecting the site, as well, on top of the qualified
| nspect or.

MR. SILVESTRI: So there would training and
qualifications for whoever m ght be working there and
overseei ng that?

MR. KOCHI S: That is correct. As part of the CT
DEEP Storm Water General Permt, any general contract
who works on the site has to attest that they have
famliarized thenselves with the slip that was prepared
for the project pronpt and sign that they testified to
uphold to it.

MR. SILVESTRI: Thank you.

MR. LA MARCHE: This is Jean-Paul, | just want to
add that we are also happy to do nore frequent
I nspections than i s required.

MR. SILVESTRI: Thank you. That's kind of the
answer that | was hoping for.

Moving onto a different topic. Generally speaking,
the topic is tenperature. And | would like to get sone
i nformation as to where you feel a tenperature change
m ght arise from say, precipitation on a hot sumer's

day hitting the panels and running off, what you think a
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t enper at ure change m ght be, how the tenperature m ght
get dissipated, et cetera.

MR. SHAMAS: This is Jeff. As far as the exact
t enperature change, we haven't had really a study that
I ndi cated what that degree change could be. But in
| ooki ng at how the storm water design is nmanaged, or
desi gned for the managenent of the storm water com ng
in, is to take those thermal inpacts into consideration
In addition to sedi nent and erosion. And the anount of
time that it gets to the basin and then reaches,
ultimately, the receiving waters, that that treatnent
train, if you will, is, helps in mtigating the therna
| npacts, simlarly mtigating the other inputs from
stormwater. The actual tenperature and degrees that
coul d change, as far as, you know, ny work, | haven't
nodel ed that stuff, but the, you know, where that cones
into play is really the stormwater nmanagenent of the
runoff. And that is, that is where using the State
gui delines that Steve did, and, and is now working wth
DEEP, it cones into play, so that the receiving streans
aren't inpacted, wldlife isn't inpact, fisheries aren't
| npacted by sedi nent and erosion, or tenperature.

MR. SILVESTRI: All right. So again, | started
with panels. By now | want to turn to basin. If you

had your basins that were quite full, for whatever
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reason it may be. Basins are out there in the hot sun,
the basins are getting warm Sonet hi ng happens again
Wi th precipitation that nakes your basins either
overfl ow or sonehow di scharge, what happens with that
war mer wat er ?

MR. SHAMAS. The, this is Jeff, again. Yes, the
water is going to follow the path that we have. | think
goi ng fromthose basins they are going to be leaving in
different directions followi ng the natural path and
mxing with the, the rainfall that is hitting, which is
cooler than the stuff that is in the basin already and
then enter and then discharging fromthose basins, going
through the soils infiltrating where possible or
continuing to runoff, being taken up by the other four
soils onits path to the receiving waters. So, there is
going to be that initial flush out and that path to the
receiving waters is what is going to help tenperate the
wat er and nodi fy the tenperature.

MR. SILVESTRI: So in a case such as that, what
woul d be the distance between, say, basin output and the
nearest water body wetland or whatever it m ght be
di scharging to?

MR. SHAMAS: So, on the plans we have, at closest
point, in particular, Stony Brook, is about 600 feet

fromthe property line. 1t's probably, it's further
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fromthe actual discharge point of the basins. And sone
of the basin paths to Stony Brook are neandering. So
vertically, you may have a 600 foot path, but in reality
by the tinme it gets there in sone cases it could be
1,000, 1,100 feet. So the distances that we have in all
of the literature tal ks about what is appropriate
riparian buffers to protect against urban storm water
runoff getting to these receiving waters. And it breaks
It down to headwater streans, |arger streams, and they
all tal k about m nimumof 50 feet, if not 100 feet,
which is, | really don't care for 50 feet. 100 feet is
really what is kind of standard. Anything beyond

that, is a benefit. And sone of the guidelines and the
docunents, N antic River Watershed, we worked in
coordination with DEEP, have these standard design
standards that they recommended and those design
standards tal ked about 100 feet for |arger streans,

50 feet of riparian buffer for the smaller headwater
streans. So, we feel that the design is perfectly
appropriate and neets the recommendati ons that have been
studi ed through, not only Connecticut, but beyond in all
real ly tal king about 100 foot is an appropriate buffer
for fisheries protection, wildlife habitat and the food
chai n.

MR, SILVESTRI: So you nentioned 600 feet for a
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particular basin, but there is nore than one basin on
site, correct?

MR. SHAMAS: Yes, absolutely.

MR. SILVESTRI: What would be the inpact from other
basi ns, or distance for other basins.

MR. SHAMAS: The basin of 600 feet was what | was
sayi ng was closest to Stony Brook. The others are
further away.

MR. SILVESTRI: From any other water body?

MR. SHAMAS: The one that is up to the north
di scharges to, not towards Stony Brook, but towards Q|
M Il Brook through an unnaned tributary that goes down
to the road.

MR. SILVESTRI: And do you know t hat distance
of f hand?

MR. SHAMAS. Steve, do you know t hat distance
of fhand? | can't recall.

MR. KOCHI S: The cl osest basin we have proposed
onsite to Gl MIIl Brook is approximately 3,000 feet
away fromQl MII| Brook.

MR. SILVESTRI: Thank you. And the other ones, is
there inmpact or potential inpact with water bodies or
the |ike?

MR. SHAMAS. No, sir.

MR. SILVESTRI: So | have a 600 and possibly a
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3,000, is that correct?

MR. KOCHIS: That's correct. 600 is the closest to
any proposed stormwater basin, as a horizontal straight
line from Stony Brook. And 3,000 is the closest the
basin is to Gl MII| Brook.

MR, SILVESTRI: OCkay. Thank you. Al right. |
think those are all the questions that | had, but in
general, questions and answers kind of spur nore
guestions. So | would like to go back to our Siting
Anal yst and our Siting Council nenbers, just to see if
anything el se got spurred by the round of question that
we had before we proceed to the Petitioner -- | am
sorry, to the parties and interveners.

So M. Mercier, let nme ask you first if you have
any additional followups at this tinme?

MR. MERCIER: Yes, | do have a couple of additional
questi ons.

MR. SILVESTRI: Yes, please do.

MR. MERCIER. kay. The first question has to do
with the condition of the existing forest use fromthe
storm wat er nodeling that we discussed earlier. Now was
the fair condition rating for the entire site
specifically discussed with DEEP Storm Water Division in
the general permt preapplication process?

MR. KOCHI S: The specific use of the existing |and
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cover was not discussed with CT DEEP.

MR. MERCIER: kay. |In your experience, does the
DEEP Storm Water Division verify existing conditions
data when the general permt applications are reviewed?

MR. KOCH'S: Yes, this is Steve. |In ny experience,
t hey have absol utely comented upon the sel ection of
| and covers when they don't agree with the sel ection.

MR. MERCIER. Ckay. Thank you. M second question
has to do with Petition Exhibit H that was
envi ronnent al assessnent. On page 10, there was a
recomendation that all site clearing should occur
bet ween Cctober 15th and March 1st to reduce potenti al
| mpacts to wildlife. Now, would GRE be willing to
adhere to this clearing tinme franme?

MR. LA MARCHE: | amsorry, | was on nute. | think
that it a discussion that we can have. | would like to
have i nput from Steve and Jeff on if that is, on their
perspective of if that is needed or not, just to have
that di scussed. But even separate fromthat, it is
definitely sonething that we can | ook at as we finalize
our schedul e, depending on the other aspects of it, as,
you know, when we get, when or if the project is
approved, the tine frane for the reseeding. All of
that, as well as the clearing, we can incorporate that

i nto our schedul e.
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MR MERCIER. Yes. | anticipated that there m ght
be a discussion with DEEP Storm Water as to what woul d
be a nore appropriate tine frane, if there was a
restriction that mght benefit wldlife at the site.

So, thank you. | have no other questions.

MR. SILVESTRI: Thank you, M. Mercier. M.
Morissette, did you have any followups at this point?

MR. MORI SSETTE: Yes. Thank you. W tal ked about
certain criteria that needed to be nmet to categorize it
ei ther pervious or inpervious, and you went through a
| aundry list of those criteria and how you net them |Is
it possible to provide that in witing?

MR. KOCHI S: Yes, that can be provided in witing.

MR. MORI SSETTE: That would be very hel pful. That
Is the extent of ny questions. Thank you.

MR. SILVESTRI: Thank you, M. Morissette. M.
Harder, did you have any followups at this point?

MR. HARDER: No, no followup questions.

MR. SILVESTRI: Thank you, M. Harder. M. Hannon,
did you have any followups at this point?

MR. HANNON: No, | amtapped out on that. But
goi ng back to what M. Morissette was asking, | believe
that the information that you are | ooking for is
attached to the statenent that DEEP submtted comment on

this project. So | think it is already in the file on
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that. So you may want to check that. That is all.

MR. MORI SSETTE: Very good. Thank you.

MR. SILVESTRI: Thank you, M. Hannon. M.
Quliuzza, did you have any followups at this point?

M5. GULI UZZA: No. Thank you, M. Silvestri.

MR. SILVESTRI: Thank you. | have one other one.
There was sone concern | saw fromparties or interveners
about potential nitrogen |oading. Could you explain
where nitrogen | oading m ght cone fromfrom your
proposed project?

MR. SHAMAS:. Tis is Jeff. WlIl, nitrogen could
cone from be present in atnospheric precipitation
itself, and is present in runoff. And is usually
qui ckly attenuated in basins through infiltration or at
the discharge through soils. So, | don't know that
there, | don't think there really should be a need or
concern over nitrogen given the distances from our
basins to receiving waters.

MR. SILVESTRI: Let ne ask a quick foll owup, and
"Il probably pose this question, as well, to parties or
I nterveners, do you think there is a difference between
nitrogen deposition on the property right now, conpared
to nitrogen deposition on your proposed project once it
is finished?

MR. SHAMAS:. This is Jeff. | would say that given
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the condition of the site now and that having the
managenent neasures in place, wthout, you know, w thout
doing a pre and post nitrogen nodeling cal culation, it
woul d just be a guess, | think, for anyone. So, you
know, the, that is for the anbunt comng fromthe site.
So without the vegetation there, and | think, and post
construction with the kind of the neadow grasses, if you
wll, that will be there. | think there could be nore

denitrification post devel opnent just fromthe

st andpoi nt of vegetation. | know that we are rel easing
trees, but the site will still be vegetated.
MR. SILVESTRI: Ckay. Thank you. | have no

further questions at this point. And | would like to
conti nue cross-exam nation of the Petitioner by the
town, Attorney Avena, are you ready to go?

MR. AVENA: Attorney Robert Avena for the Town of
Waterford. Actually, | just have a couple of follow up
questions from fromtoday's cross-exam nation. So the
first for M. Kochis, | believe. Could you explainto
me a little nore about the tinmeline and the idea that a
grow ng season wll be observed? So that | realize that
you don't know the exact schedule, right now But what
Is the period of tinme that once you grubbed and cl eared
the entire site, | believe, was one of the first steps

and then hydro seeded, then is there an entire period of
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waiting for that to growin, is that how it works?

MR. KOCHI S: Yes. That was what was discussed. So
the site will be cleared, stabilized, the erosion
control nmeasures will be put up and the entire site wll
be hydro seeded, and that wll all take place prior to
any devel opnent on the site. The idea, it has been
di scussed in interrogatories -- | don't know the
speci fic nunbers offhand -- but the idea was that a
grow ng season would constitute of, for exanple, the
spring or fall nonths where adequate periods of rain
will allow for vegetation.

MR AVENA: So it is not really calendar year, it
Is nore, either the spring growi ng season or the fall
growi ng season woul d have to pass after the hydro
seedi ng conpl etion and then sone period of tine to | et
It nove into a growh pattern until you are ready to go
ahead wth each areas construction?

MR. KOCHI S: That is correct. That is the idea.
Not necessarily a calendar year. W were |ooking at a
season.

MR. AVENA: The ot her questions that cane up today,
in terns of your work right now that we woul d under st and
that you are busy designing or anending the site plan
regardi ng the new road access, that whatever we are

| ooking at right nowis not applicable, that there would
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be a new design with cuts and proposed drai nage or
whatever, | know there is quite a lot of proclivity out
there. |Is that sonething you are working on, wll we be
seeing that before the next, perhaps the next hearing?

MR. KOCH' S: Yes, the intent is to get, to file a
revised site plan before the next hearing.

MR. AVENA: And so, that would include not just
showi ng the main road now that goes through the wetl and,
It is going to show a whol e design of how that is going
to go up and around the wetl and?

MR. KOCHI S: That is correct.

MR. AVENA: Al right. And in regard to, and
again, and | know this has to do wth the DEEP
eventual |y when you go to them but is there sone plan
that you have regardi ng sedi nentation basins versus the
per manent basins, is there, the sane |ocation, and do
they act the sane, or is there a period of tinme when you
have to kind of go through one and then plan to present
t he permanent basi ns?

MR. KOCH S: The way the plans are designed

today, are that the permanent basins wll start as
tenporary basins and then will be left in place as
per manent basins. So they will be constructed early in

the project as tenporary sedi nent traps and basi ns, and

then be converted to permanent basins. Effectively, not
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converted, they will be installed as they will be for
t he permanent neasure up front.

MR. AVENA: So there would be a tine period between
those two, where they were inspected and then any, any
fl owage issues during construction, any debris would
have to then be cleared out and getting ready for the
final basin and then inplenenting a plan in sone way
that they will operate as a permanent basin and
permanent filtration?

MR. KOCHI S: That's correct. So as part of the
weekly inspections, a weekly inspector will be required
to informthe project team when the sedi nent basins need
to be cleaned of sedinment of debris, in which case, they
will need to be done, | believe, wthin three days per
the general permt. And then we also have in the
construction sequence that upon the conpletion of the
construction and adequate vegetation, that all the
basins will be cleaned prior to the Notice of
Term nation and will ensure that they will be acting as
we have intended they will be acting for pernmanent
feat ures.

MR. AVENA: And all that that you just descri bed,
that is really part of what you would be presenting with
your permt application and through the DEEP at sone

subsequent tinme in order to get that approval ?
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MR. KOCHIS: That is correct. Al that information
woul d be included in the CT DEEP Storm Water Gener al
Permt Application, as part of the (inaudible).

MR. AVENA: And you don't anticipate any
applications for that, | think you were actually waiting
for an approval of this procedure before you woul d hope
to work on this application?

MR. KOCH' S: No, we have an ongoi ng Storm Wat er
General Permt Application that is open with the CT
DEEP.

MR. AVENA: And do you have any sense of when the
per manent function of those basins would sort of be in
place? In other words, would there be any transition
period or would they both act as they are intended to
all during this interimperiod.

MR KOCH' S: It would be the latter. They would,

t hey have been desi gned such that they neet both the
criteria of size and design for tenporary sedi nent traps
and basi ns and permanent stormwater quality features.
So they will be installed once and that will have a dual
pur pose of tenporary and pernmanent features.

MR. AVENA: And so, in the vegetation growh period
in those, in plantings, those have to be schedul ed out
so that you are able to do it in the right season to get

those up and growi ng to be pernmanent basins, sort of a
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timng issue?

MR. KOCHIS: That is correct. | think, | am
draw ng off of what Jean-Paul had, how Jean-Paul had
responded in that, the timng of the project, given
COVI D and the granting or not granting of this approval
w Il have an effect on the timng of the construction
and there are PPA requirenents and other things in
place, as well. So the timng wll have to be revi ewed,
but that will all be a part of our CT DEEP Storm Water
General Permt.

MR. AVENA: And then, lastly, fromsort of the Town
perspective, when you go through the EBET process, and,
you know, we hate to think of the worse scenarios, but
I f there was sone kind of bl owout where you're
basi cal ly, you know, running it down and you're
threateni ng any, the two brooks or the estuary and the
river, is that discussed, at all? |Is there sone plan
where you woul d know how to get into those areas and, |
don't know if you, if it would even exceed your property
boundari es, what you could do in those instances?

MR KOCH S: Well, | do have experience working on
two clean-up sites in the past that we were not design
engi neers of, but we were called in as part of the
cl ean-up process. So what | can say to that is that

there is no, there is no formula in place of how offsite
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areas wll be cleaned. However, you know, as part of

t he weekly inspection process, the inspector will have
to be watching the offsite areas, the part where basins
drain offsite and he wll have to nmake the DEEP aware if
there is erosion issue happening offsite, at which point
the DEEP will probably tell, tell the Petitioner here to
cl ean, assess those areas and cl ean them as needed. And
furthernore, there is also a letter of credit that the
Petitioner has to provide to CT DEEP, which serves as a
surety that if the Petitioner is not wwlling to clean up
these areas, that CT DEEP will step in and do so on
their behalf with avail abl e funds.

MR. AVENA: Thank you. That is all the questions
that we have right now Thank you.

MR. SILVESTRI: Thank you Attorney Avena. | would
like to continue the cross-exam nation of the Petitioner
by Save the Rivers, Save the Hlls. Attorney
G anqui nto, you ready to go?

M5. G ANQU NTOG. | am Thank you, M. Silvestri.

MR SILVESTRI: Thank you.

M5. 3 ANQUI NTO. Can everyone hear ne okay?

MR. SILVESTRI: Absolutely. Yes.

M5. G ANQU NTO. Al right. Hopefully ny dogs w il
be quiet. Al right. | think |I would Iike to stick

wth a few of the questions that Attorney Avena was | ust
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asking, in terns of what happens if things do go wong.

| understand the letter of credit issue, and if |
understand correctly M. Kochis, your testinony is that
there is really no one right way to fix things once they
go wong, right?

MR. KOCHI'S: That is correct. It would have to
I nvol ve anal ysis of what went wong and conme up with a
solution of howto fix it.

M5. 3 ANQUI NTO. Okay. And you have been invol ved
with renediating two different ground nounted sol ar
array sites that went wong in sonme way?

MR. KOCHI S: That's correct.

M5. 3 ANQUI NTO. How long did the renediation
process take for both of these sites?

MR KOCH' S: | was on site at each of these sites
for approximately four nonths.

M5. G ANQUI NTO:  And what was your role wth
respect to the renedi ation, were you part of a team
were you doing this on your own?

MR KOCH S: We were, VHB was hired as the
gqualified professional engineer to serve as a full tine
construction inspector during the renedi ati on of the
sites. So we were overseeing all of the clean up
efforts, providing guidance as needed, but there,

everyday watching the contractors fix the probl ens.
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M5. 3 ANQUI NTO.  So ny question, though, is
specific to you. | understand VHB was hired. But, you
know, it says on your resune that you were doing this.
Were you part of a team were you the | ead, were you the
only person doing this renedi ati on desi gn?

MR KOCH' S: It was a conbi nation of nyself and
Jeff Shamas working. Either ne or another professional
engi neer was avail able on site each day. | probably was
there 80 percent of the days doing it nyself,
personal | y.

M5. G ANQUI NTO. Okay. And how about with respect
to designing this site that we are here for today, | see
this you' re senior project engineer, does that nean that
you were solely responsible for those plans, do you have
a teamof PE s that work with you, how does that process
wor k?

MR KOCH'S: No. W, | would be happy to share
that with you. W have a fairly rigorous quality plan
within VHB. | amthe project manager from VHB for this
project. | amalso the | ead design engi neer. However,
we have a team of seven or eight professional engineers
on our |and devel opnent staff and, you know, | have ny
supervi sor who acted as ny quality control professional
on this project specifically.

M5. G ANQUI NTO. So you have a supervisor who
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revi ews your work?

MR. KOCHI S: That's correct.

M5. 3 ANQUI NTO.  And you have been a PE for 10
years, right?

MR. KOCH S: That is correct.

M5. G ANQUI NTO. How | ong have you been at VHB? It
| ooks the, fromyour resune, there was a | ot of
experience that was, that said that is kind of a
qualifier prior to comng to VHB.

MR. KOCHIS: | have been at VHB for a little over
t hree years.

M5. 3 ANQUI NTO. And do you have any experience
with | owinpact design or devel opnent? Sorry.

MR. KOCH S: | have designed | owi npact devel opnent
projects in the past, yes.

M5. G ANQUINTO. Is that during your tine at VHB or
bef ore?

MR KOCH' S: | would say before ny tine at VHB.

M5. G ANQUINTO. D d you incorporate any | owi npact
devel opnent elenents into the design of this site?

MR. KOCHI S: No. Lowinpact devel opnent was not
considered in the stormwater managenent design for this
project, as it is not required by, in the State.

M5. G ANQUINTO So you have qualified your answers

alot, innmy mnd, during this hearing by saying that
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things are not required by the regulations or aren't
required in the guidance. There are other sources for
the obligations of a professional engineer, right? You
have professional standards you need foll ow and you
foll ow your professional judgenent, as well, when
designing a site, right?

MR. KOCH S: That's correct. W consider it sound
engi neering practices, aside fromthe regul ati ons.

M5. G ANQUI NTO. Okay. So there were a couple of
solar projects that were |isted on your CV and one was
in Sinmsbury. It looked |like it said on your CV that you
were responsible for the design | ayout and engi neering
of that project. Ws that also as part of a team or
were you the |lead on that, how did that work?

MR KOCH' S: | was part of a teamon that, as well,
whi ch consi sted of environnental scientists. For that
project, | was not the project manager, but | was the
| ead project engineer. So responsible for, you know, as
noted, the layout, the grading, the design of the storm
wat er managenent and erosion control.

M5. 3 ANQUINTO. Okay. And the site in Sinsbury
was that a sloping site or a flat site or maybe the
better way to ask it is, was it as sloping as the site
in Waterford?

MR KOCH'S: | would classify that as generally
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| ess slope. It was farmfi el ds.

M5. G ANQUI NTO. Okay. Were there any grades over
10 percent at that site?

MR. KOCH S: There were sone areas off of the farm
fields that were in excess of 10 percent.

M5. G ANQUINTO COkay. Were there solar panels
bei ng pl aced on sl opes of 10 percent?

MR KOCH'S: Yes. | amsorry, now that | am
pi cturing one portion, one portion of the project did
have farmfields in excess of 10 percent.

M5. G ANQUI NTO. Okay. Were they in excess of 157

MR. KOCHI S: There were, but they were regraded
down to 15 percent to neet the construction tol erances
of the racking.

M5. G ANQUI NTO.  Like what is happening with this
site in Waterford, right?

MR. KOCHI S: That's correct.

M5. G ANQUINTO Ckay. And | thought there was
anot her, another solar project that you were responsible
for designing, and | don't have it in ny notes. Was
t here another one that you were responsi ble for
desi gning that was on your CV? Not a renediation
proj ect?

MR KOCH' S: | was the, | amthe | ead project

engi neer and project nmanager for the Boonbridge Sol ar
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Project, which was just recently submtted for petition
to Siting Council.

M5. G ANQUI NTO. Is that the El m Ri dge?

MR. KOCH S: Boonbridge in North Stonington. | can
get you the nunber for it.

M5. GANQU NTO In North Stonington. Gkay. Ckay.
So to date then, the only project that you have been
I nvolved in the design of with respect to sol ar project
t hat has been approved by the Siting Council is that one
in Sinsbury?

MR. KOCHI S: That's correct.

M5. G ANQUI NTO. kay. And so, you have this one
and then North Stonington one pendi ng?

MR. KOCH' S: Yes. These are the two active Siting
Counci|l petitions that | have going on right now.

M5. G ANQUI NTO: Okay. And the North Stonington
project, how are the slopes on that site conpared to the
ones on this site? Are there going to be panels that
are on slopes in excess of 10 percent?

MR. KOCHI S: For that site, it is close. | do
believe there are sone slopes in excess of 10 percent.
They are on the order of 10 to 15 percent for portions
of that project.

M5. G ANQUINTO Are there areas that are being

regraded down from 15 percent or nore than 15 percent,
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to 15 percent?

MR. KOCHI S: Yes, there are.

M5. 3 ANQUI NTO. Okay. Wth respect to the Ponfret
sol ar project that you were involved in renedi ating, and
just very generally, were the problens with that site
that pronpted VHB' s involvenent init, was that a
problemw th the design, with the construction, what did
you cone to conclude on that?

MR. KOCHI S: Speaking generally, | would say that
the conclusion we cane to was that it was a little bit
of a problemon all fronts. It was, | want to say it
was slightly under designed, based on our review The
contractor could have taken extra neasures to protect
the site and | think there was al so sone deficiencies in
the i nspection, as we reviewed all the inspection
reports. But | think it was on nultiple fronts.

M5. G ANQUINTO And you were also involved in
remedi ating a solar project in Sprague, Connecticut,
right?

MR. KOCHI S: That's correct.

M5. G ANQUI NTO.  And what was your role there, was
it the sane as your role with Ponfret, or you were nore
del ayed?

MR KOCH S: | would say that | had the sane role.

The project was very simlar. Qur project teamwas very
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simlar.

M5. G ANQUI NTO.  And what was your conclusion with
respect to the problens there, was it design, was it
construction?

MR KOCH' S: | would say it was the sane situation
as Ponfret in terns of, kind of, a lack, a deficiency in
design, a deficiency in the inspection and a deficiency
in the construction, as well. It was, that was al so a
conbi nation of the three.

M5. G ANQUINTO In both of these sites, was there
a significant rainfall event that pronpted the failure
that lead to VHB being there, or was it sonething that
happened over tine?

MR KOCH' S: | would say there was differences in
that regard, between the two projects. | may be m xing
the two up here, but, because it was a couple of years
ago, but one of them was shut down due to repeated
violations. And the other was shut down due to
basically a single violation. You know, tied to a |large
rainfall event.

M5. 3 ANQUINTO. Ckay. Did you have any
I nvol venment in the East Lyne solar site, the Enpire
Site, at any point?

MR KOCH S: Yes.

M5. G ANQUI NTO.  What was your role there?
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MR KOCHS: Qur role, VHB's role, and ny role
specifically, was to review the engineering and serve as
t he defense of the engineering in the court case.

M5. G ANQUINTO Ckay. So only with respect to the
litigation?

MR, KOCH S: That's correct. VHB was not involved
in the design of that project, nor ne personally.

MR. HOFFMAN. M. Silvestri?

MR, SILVESTRI: Sir.

MR. HOFFMAN: | am just wondering how nmuch | atitude
we are going to give to tal king about other solar
projects that aren't the subject of this petition?

MR. SILVESTRI: No, understood, M. Hoffman. |
didn't have a problemw th everything going on
bef orehand because it was in his resune for his past
work that he did. | thought it was kind of applicable
as to what he m ght have done to design, et cetera. So
we w |l keep an eye on that going forward. Again, he
East Lyne wasn't part of anything, so | think we can
ki nd of nove on fromthere.

MR. HOFFMAN: Thank you, sir.

M5. G ANQUINTO Understood. | did have one nore
guestion with respect to Easy Lyne, ny apol ogies M.
Silvestri.

M. Kochis, | was just curious, did you review
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those plans in coming up with the design for this site,
at all, because G eenskies owns both projects or
devel ops both projects.

MR. KOCH' S: | wouldn't say those pl ans
specifically were used as the basis for this design in
any way. | would say | draw fromall ny experience in
reviewng Siting Council Applications that have been, |
have | ooked t hrough, as well as ny onsite experience
and, you know, the design of Sinmsbury, as well.

M5. G ANQUI NTO. Okay. Could you explain to ne how
I n designing this site you took into account the
proximty of Gl MII and Stony Brook?

MR. KOCHI S: Sure. You know, as noted a coupl e of
times previously, the site has been pulled back -- 1"'1l]
start wth G| MII Brook, specifically. The petition,
Petition 1347 was rejected and the one portion of the
project that drained directly to G| MII| Brook in the
far northern edge has been renoved fromthe project.

So, now, not a single portion of the devel opnent drains
directly to Gl MII Brook. It passes through the
tributary, which goes along the back of the house that
is on the east side of Gl MI|l Road. And that's how we
cane to the conclusion that no portion of, no storm
water basin is within 3,000 feet of G| MII| Brook,

tributary w se.
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For Stony Brook, you know, we |ooked at the
exi sting drainage patterns. W |ocated the storm water
basins in the areas where the drai nage areas naturally
channelize on the site. There is very little regrading
I n general across the site and there is none to, there
IS no regrading to redirect stormwater outside of
easenents and swal es to nmake sure that every bit of the
devel opnent is treated through the sedi nent tracks. And
we are providing at |east 100 feet on the site and an
additional m ninmum of 600 feet fromthe property line to
Stony Brook at its closest point.

M5. 3 ANQUI NTO.  You woul d agree with nme that
t hose, protecting those are inportant, right?

MR KOCH' S: | would agree that that part of the
storm wat er nmanagenent design is to protect all
recei ving water courses and wetl| ands.

M5. G ANQUINTOG. You're famliar wth the
requirenent in the stormwater quality manual that down,
certain downstreamresources require additional
attention and protection?

MR KOCH S: | amaware that that certain resources
requi re additional neasures, yes.

M5. 3 ANQUI NTO. kay. Including those resources
that are designated as C ass A water resources?

MR. KOCH S: Yes.
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M5. G ANQU NTO. Al right. And you are aware that
Stony Brook and G| MII Brook both are classified as
Cl ass A by DEEP, right?

MR KOCH'S: | amaware of that.

M5. G ANQUINTO. Okay. Al right. | would like to
talk a little bit about the basins which have al ready
been di scussed today. So | will try to cut down sone of
my questions. But very generally, your plans propose
three different kinds of basis, right? You have ponds,
you have infiltration basins, and then you have sand
filters?

MR KOCHIS: That is correct. W have selected the
type of stormwater basin based upon the geotechni cal
fi ndi ngs.

M5. G ANQUI NTO: Okay. And, | nean, the sand
filters, are they actually basins? | nean, are sand
filters different than basins?

MR KOCHI'S: | amusing the term storm water
managenent basins, that is kind of the engineering |ingo
for any, any design of storm water nmanagenent feature,
as a stormwater managenent basin. And it is a basin of
sorts, as it does collect water.

M5. G ANQUINTO. Okay. Al right. So | understand
the differences between these three storm water

practices, ponds neans that there is a permanent pool of
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water, right?

MR. KOCHI S: That is correct.

M5. 3 ANQUI NTO. Okay. And your proposing wet
ponds, right?

MR. KOCHI S: That's correct.

M5. G ANQUINTOG. Al right. And so, then
infiltration basins, the intent there is that they are,
they are capturing this stormwater and they are kind of
filtering it down through, right?

MR. KOCHI S: That is correct.

M5. G ANQUINTO And then sand filters, it seened
like in the response to the interrogatories, you m ght
| ook at sand filters a little differently than M.
Trinkaus. Do you consider sand filters to be
infiltrative practices or not?

MR. KOCH' S: No, not as we have them designed. |
think, | do understand the discrepancy, but these are,
the sand filters that we proposed, were proposed in
areas of shallow | edge where we were not anticipating
getting infiltration into the native soil. So the sand
filter is solely to serve as a water quality treatnent
nmeasur e.

M5. G ANQUI NTO. Okay. And in response to sone of
the, in one of the interrogatories, this was nentioned

earlier, you had nentioned there being pipes for the
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sand filters, and | also didn't see that on the pl ans.
Is there a specific sheet plan | should be | ooking at
for the detailed design? Do all of the sand filters
that you are proposing have pipes?

MR KOCHS: Yes. Al of the sand filters have

pi pes. The pipe is shown on the detail in the detail
page. | can find that specific sheet, if you would |ike
me to.

M5. G ANQUINTO Yes. Sorry to have you take the
time, but | didn't see it anywhere.

MR KOCH'S: It is shown on sheet C- 6. 2.

M5. G ANQUINTO. So which picture is it?

MR. KOCHI' S: Permanent storm water basenent detail
on the left side of the sheet.

M5. G ANQUI NTO. Okay. Al right. Thank you.
Ckay. And so, they, you are not proposing to use any
swal es as water quality practices, right? They are
solely intended to divert water into the basins on the
site?

MR. KOCHI S: That's correct.

M5. 3 ANQUI NTO. Okay. Al right. The
infiltration basins, | think you testified earlier that
all of the basins you are proposing, so all 15, are
going to be constructed early on in construction, right?

And they will be used as tenporary traps, and then

117




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

converted to pernmanent basins?

MR. KOCHI S: That is correct.

M5. 3 ANQUI NTO. Okay. Does, have you read the
recent DEEP letter that was submtted in this petition?

MR. KOCH S: Do you have the date of that letter in
reference?

M5. G ANQUINTO That would probably help. Gve ne
a second. Wat | amspecifically going to ask you about
Is, there was a comment in that letter, and this m ght
jog your nenory a little, there is a comment in this
| etter about the best managenent practices being that
infiltration basins should not be constructed until
close to the end of construction and should not be used
as tenporary traps. Are you famliar wth that general
principle, at all?

MR KOCH' S: | amfamliar with the recommendati on
for that in the stormwater managenent, yes.

M5. G ANQUINTO Ckay. Can you comment on why you
are not doing that, you haven't proposed to do that?

MR. KOCHI S: The best answer | could give to that
Is, it is a standard in Connecticut that traditionally
just hasn't been followed in, for decades, nore or |ess.
There are things you can do to -- essentially the
recommendati on cones i n because they are concerned that

it is going to get silted up during construction and it
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Is going to lose its infiltrating capabilities. So by
nmeasure of going in and cleaning out the silt and
returning it to its native infiltration, we hope to
return to it its infiltration capabilities for the

per manent feature.

M5. G ANQUINTO. Okay. So the DEEP letter is dated
June 22nd, and it does say in there that best managenent
practices indicate that for any basins designed as
infiltration basins they should not be used as tenporary
sedi nent basins during construction and shoul d be roped
off, or -- sorry -- should be constructed at or near the
end of devel opnent. So you are saying that although
DEEP wote that in the letter, that is not actually a
practice that is followed in Connecticut?

MR. KOCHI'S: Not until very recently. | have seen
this, you know, this cane out about a nonth, less than a
nonth ago and | have seen it com ng up extrenely
recently. But as before a couple of nonths ago, that
was not the case.

M5. G ANQUI NTO. Okay. So since it canme out
recently, have you had the opportunity to talk with
anyone at DEEP about it?

MR. KOCHI S: W have not conversed with CT DEEP
since receiving this letter.

M5. G ANQUINTO If that is sonething that DEEP
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Storm Water personnel requires of GRE, how woul d t hat
change the plans, or would it change the plans? |
assune it could change the constructi on sequence, at
| east ?

MR KOCH'S: At a mininumit would definitely
change the construction sequence. | think we would have
to look into whether it would affect the pernmanent
| ayout of panels to be able to accommbdate the | and for
tenporary sedi nent traps and basins together. That is a
review we woul d have to go through.

M5. G ANQUINTO. Okay. So there is possibility
that if you are required to install separate tenporary
sedi nent traps, rather er than using those basins, as
you had i ntended during construction, that you m ght not
be able to construct as many sol ar panels, you m ght
have to change the site design, again, right?

MR. KOCHI'S: That is a distinct possibility if we
need to go that route.

M5. G ANQUINTO. I n | ooking through the site plans,
| only saw a plan for one tenporary sedi nent trap that
| ooks like it was | abeled 13A. Is that the only one
that is currently in the plans? Am1 right on that?

MR. KOCHI'S: That's correct. That's the only one
that we have classified as a tenporary basin, per se.

M5. G ANQUI NTO. Okay. And you testified earlier
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that that is at, kind of, a natural |low point in that
area, right?

MR. KOCHI S: That is correct.

M5. G ANQUI NTO COkay. Does the soil conpaction or
does soil conpaction generally inpact the infiltration
capacity of basins?

MR. KOCH S: Generally speaking, yes, it woul d.

M5. G ANQUINTO Ckay. And so how do you avoid the
soil conpaction during construction if you are going to
construct those basins earlier in the construction?

MR KOCH S: Well, it is going to | oosen up over
time by virtue of the water sitting in it. However, we
wi Il just have to take neasures to nake sure that it is
deconpacted after the excavation takes place and al so
the vegetation that is installed will also serve to
deconpact the soil naturally.

M5. G ANQUI NTO.  And then, water table height
I npacts the design of infiltration basins, right?

MR. KOCHI S: That is correct.

M5. 3 ANQUI NTO.  And when | am just, in |ooking
through the interrogatories, it, there was a response
that said that GRE designed the infiltration and sand
basins so that the bottons of the basins would be above
seasonal high ground water levels; is that right?

MR KOCH' S: That is correct.
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M5. 3 ANQUI NTO. Okay. But then it seens that at
| east for basin five, you were conceding that the bottom
of that basin is actually bel ow the seasonabl e hi gh
ground water; is that right?

MR, KOCH' S: That's correct. W are potentially
needing to revise that basin as part of our CT DEEP
Storm Water General Permt Process application.

M5. G ANQUINTO So is that basin going to nove, is
It going to change in size, howis that basin changi ng?

MR KOCHI'S: The extents aren't known at this tine.
But it is a relatively mnor change, so | would say the
| ocati on of the basin would probably not be noved.
However the orientation and/or the depths of it would be
nodi fied to acconplish that.

M5. G ANQUINTO Okay. And would that, would the
gradi ng around the basin al so need to be adjusted.

MR KOCH'S: It is possible in the redesign.

M5. G ANQU NTO. Al right. And basin five is on
the eastern end of the property, right?

MR KOCHI'S: That's correct.

M5. G ANQUI NTO.  And woul d you agree that there's a
fairly steep rocky I edge on that end of the property?

MR. KOCHI' S: Yes, | would agree with that
assessnent.

M5. G ANQU NTO. Is that, is the rocky |edge going
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tolimt your ability to nove this basin around so that
it functions as intended?

MR KOCH' S: Well, the rocky ledge is quite a bit
farther to the east fromwhere the basins are proposed.
So | nean, generally speaking the farther into the
center of the site we go, we are going to get nore
over burdened and | ess, nore depth to bed rock. So if
anything, if we needed to relocate the basin, it would
have to nove to the west. Well, in all likelihood, and
it is currently placed up against the 100-foot buffer
outside of it, so we wouldn't really have the
flexibility to go to the east without affecting that
wet | and.

M5. G ANQUINTO Ckay. So if that, to redesign
that basin, it sounds |like you are probably going to
have to nove it west, so therefore into where the solar
panel s are.

MR. KOCH'S: That is an option, however it nay al so
be feasible to just change the orientation of the basin
and extend it further to the north.

M5. G ANQU NTO And is it possible that in
changing the orientation that sone of that grading would
then extend into the 100 foot wetland buffer there?

MR. KOCH'S: | can say with confidence that any

change we nmake to that basin if, or as needed, we would
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not go into the 100-foot buffer to do so.

M5. 3 ANQUI NTO. Okay. So in response to sone of
Save the River, Save the Hills interrogatories, it | ooks
i ke there was an adm ssion that the infiltration basins
don't have pretreatnent four bays, right, which is
required by the stormwater quality manual ?

MR. HOFFMAN: Ms. G anquinto, could you specify
which interrogatory you are referring to?

M5. G ANQUINTO Sure. It looks like it was
guestion 21, so that would have been our first set of
Interrogatories. | think those responses woul d have
been dated April 27th.

MR KOCH'S: | have that in front of ne and we have
already comtted to revising the site plans to include
pretreatnment four bays upstreamof the infiltration
basin | ocati ons.

M5. G ANQUI NTO. Okay. Do you know how far
upstream t hose four bays are going to be fromthe basin?

MR KOCHI'S: | definitely don't know the specific
di stance at this tinme wthout doing the redesign, but |
woul d think they would be fairly close.

M5. 3 ANQUI NTO. Do you know how | arge they are
going to be? Like what does a four bay | ook Iike?

MR. KOCH' S: Well, the other four bays that we had

designed for the project are effectively not nuch
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different than rain guards. They are shall ow
depressions that can capture and infiltrate runoff.

M5. G ANQUINTO Is the size of the four bay
dependent on how, on the size of the basin, so the
bi gger the basin, the bigger the four bay you woul d need
for the pretreatnent?

MR. KOCH' S: The size of the four bay is going to
be governed by the required water quality vol une
tributary for that watershed.

M5. G ANQUI NTO. Okay. GCenerally is the size of
the basin, | nmean, the size of the basin is also
dependent on the water quality volune that is draining
there, right?

MR KOCH S: In part, yes.

M5. G ANQUINTO Okay. And so, and | know you are
an engi neer, you don't want to talk in generalities, but
very generally, very big picture, the nore water quality
volunme that is draining there, the bigger the basin is
going to be, right?

MR KOCHS: | would so in nore cases than |ess.
What goes into the design of the stormwater basin is
the required water quality volunes, the peak rate of
runof f attenuation and the stream channel protection
criteria. So there are nultiple things that govern the

size and |l ocation of stormwater basins. Wter quality
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Is only one part of that. So I think you are right in
saying that as an engineer | can't say it is directly
related to the size of the basin, but it is one of the
criteria.

M5. G ANQUI NTO Ckay. So, but as of now, you
don't know exactly where those four bays are going to go
and you don't know exactly how big they are going to be,
right?

MR KOCH'S: That's correct. As of right now, we
don't know that specifically.

M5. 3 ANQUI NTO. So since you are submtting
revised site plans with respect to the access
roads, would the plan be to also include that design in
there, so that we can all see the inpact of those four
bays on the site plans?

MR. KOCH S: W can, yes, we can include those four
bays on the revised site plan.

M5. G ANQUINTO Okay. Do the four bays thensel ves
require additional grading or anything |ike that, that
woul d change the clearing [imts or m ght inpact the

| ayout of the panel s?

MR KOCH'S: | would say, to answer the first part
of your question, the design of the four bays w Il not
affect the clearing limts, at all, because the four

bays are all going to go upstream up the water quality
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treat nent basins and not downstream where they woul d
potentially be affecting clearing limts. However, it
is all going to be tied to the redesign of the basin
Itself and the |layout of the four bays. So | can't say
wth certainty whether we will be able to make it work
w t hout affecting the |ayout of the panels, but | don't
suspect it is going to be a | arge change to the | ayout
of the panel's, if any.

M5. G ANQUI NTO. Sorry, sonme of nmy questions have
al ready been addressed, so | amjust trying to cut them
down. Sand filter nunber, which is basin nunber 10, it
| ooked |i ke you agree in the interrogatories that
pretreatnment is required for that one, right? You had
It for basins three and eight, but not for 10 for sone
r eason.

MR. KOCHIS: | believe that is correct.

M5. G ANQUI NTO. Okay. And so, is that sonething
that you would al so be including in the revised pl ans
that are going to be submtted?

MR. KOCHI S: That can be included, as well, yes.

M5. 3 ANQUI NTO. Okay. Wth respect to the
ponds, so you agreed earlier that they are wet ponds,
right? And so, they are going to have standing water in
them especially during the wet season, which is

generally the spring.
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MR KOCHIS: That's correct. The selection of the
wet ponds in those | ocations was chosen because those
areas didn't exhibit shall ow | edge, but they exhibited
seasonabl e high ground water. Evidence of shall ow
seasonal high ground water.

M5. G ANQUI NTO. Okay. Al right. And none of
t hose ponds are shaded, right? They are all going to be
in the sun?

MR. KOCHI S: The nobst current iteration of the plan
does not include shading for those ponds. Specifically
for those ponds.

M5. 3 ANQUI NTO. Okay. So that neans that if water
Is sitting in those ponds and it is sunny, it is going
to heat up, right?

MR. KOCH' S: In theory, yes.

M5. G ANQUINTO There is a potential for that to
happen.

MR. KOCH S: Qoviously shading is sonething that,
that isn't preferred in the solar project, typically.

M5. G ANQUI NTO. | understand that. Do you know
how cl ose ponds 11 and 12 are to that intermttent
streamthat is contained in the wetland there? | think
that is wetland one.

MR KOCH'S: | amjust trying to pull that plan up.

| can certainly get an exact nunber, if there's --
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approximated at this tinme to be about --

3

HOFFMAN:  Steve, you cut out again.
SILVESTRI:  Yeah --

G ANQUINTO  |'"msorry, you cut out.
KOCH S: Can you guys here ne okay, now?

2 3 5 3

SILVESTRI:  Now we can, yes. Thank you.

MR. KOCH'S: | don't have the exact nunber. But
based off of the review of the plan | would estimte --

MR. SILVESTRI: You cut out again.

MR. KOCHI S: Can you guys hear ne, okay?

MR SILVESTRI: Go ahead.

MR KOCHIS: | would estimate that the distance to
be about 400 feet.

M5. G ANQUI NTO Ckay. Thank you. GCkay. Wth
respect to pollutants, does VHB believe that there is
any risk of pollutants, and I am i ncluding nitrogen
| oads in there, running off the site, either fromthe
panels or fromthe concrete pads?

MR. KOCH S: Qur belief and anticipation is that --
well, | could say with confidence that there is no
particul ar chem cal or suspended solid that we are
concerned will run off the site. W are neeting all of
the goals for the state for water quality protection and
there is no specific concern there.

M5. G ANQU NTO. In creating the site plans for the
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site, did you review the N antic Watershed Protection
Pl an?

MR. KOCHIS: W did review that docunent.

M5. G ANQUINTO Okay. And you were aware that
what is in there, there was an anal ysis of certain,
certain areas and the potential for devel opnent, i npact
of devel opnent on the nitrogen | oads going into the
Ni antic R ver \Watershed?

MR. KOCHI S: W did see sone of that docunentation,
yes.

M5. 3 ANQUINTO.  And did you do any kind of
anal ysis or investigation as to where this particular
siteis in terns of the risk of developnent on this site
and how it m ght inpact the nitrogen | oad?

MR. KOCH'S: | believe this question has already
been answered earlier today, but as noted, we don't have
any specific concern about nitrogen | eaving the project.

M5. G ANQU NTO. Al right. So then there was no
separate anal ysis because you are not concerned wth
that risk then, right?

MR. KOCHI S: There was no separate analysis for
nitrogen, no.

M5. G ANQUINTO. M. Mercier asked you a coupl e of
questions about vernal pools and the devel opnment within

both the envel ope and the critical, the critical
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habitat. And |I had sone of the sane questions and |
think I know the answer now, but | just wanted to
clarify this alittle bit.

So in the original interrogatories that were
responded to by GRE, and | know you weren't involved in
the project at that point, but in the original
I nterrogatories, the predevel opnent nunbers were
incredibly low for both the vernal pool envel ope and the
critical terrestrial habitat like, | think the highest
one was |ike four, sonething or six sonething. So, in
response to the interrogatories in this petition, the
predevel opnent, devel oped nunbers were nuch hi gher, so
they were like in the 20s and even higher. So aml
correct that it is likely that discrepancy is because
you were considering the inpact of the |ogging that has
been done in the interinf

MR. KOCHI S: That's correct.

M5. G ANQUI NTO. Okay. And so, sitting here right
now, it sounds |ike, based on your answer to M.
Mercier's questions, you can't tell us the actual
percent age of any additional devel opnent that woul d be
due to just this project, because you were including the
| ogging within that |arger nunber.

MR. KOCHI S: That's correct. But | believe we

conmtted to getting those nunbers to the Council.
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M5. G ANQUI NTO. Okay. Yes, | just wanted to nake
sure | understood that part, thanks.

And then M. Mercier also asked a coupl e of
questions about the mgratory habits of sone of the
anphi bi ans and the possibility of the ponds in proximty
bei ng, acting as decoy pools. And it sounded like his
guestions are kind of ained at asking for a comm t nent
for post constructio nonitoring to renmedy any issues
Wi th decoy pools. |If the project is designed with the
ponds in, with the ponds further away from vernal pool
three, that would al so handl e any issues with decoy
pools, right? The further away those are, the |ess
risks there is that those species are going to treat it
as a decoy pool.

MR. SHAMAS:. This Jeff Shamas, | wll respond to
that. That is not always the case because the dispersal
di stance of species can vary dependi ng on the species
that you are tal king about. So frogs wll be a |ot
further than sal amanders.

M5. G ANQUI NTO. Okay. You didn't do any surveys
of the mgratory habitats, right, so you don't know
whet her those species are comng fromoffsite or staying
within the site or where -- basically, you don't know
their patterns, right? You didn't study that?

MR. SHAMAS: When we did the surveys in the spring
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there, we didn't do pitfall trappings around the sites.
Around the vernal pools.

M5. 3 ANQUI NTO. Okay. Thanks. Al right. | have
a couple of questions about bats. So I think, M.
Shamas, that is probably you. You were asked, or |
think it was you, you were asked a couple of questions
about the Northern Long Eared Bat and Fish and Wldlife
service. So if | understand correctly, Fish and
WIldlife Service |listed the Northern Long Eared Bat as
sonething that could be on site but didn't |ist anything
specific to the site that would indicate it was present;
is that right?

MR. SHAVAS: Correct.

M5. G ANQUI NTO Okay. And because DEEP didn't
list the Northern Long Eared Bat, VHB didn't conduct any
bat surveys, is that right?

MR. SHAMAS. Yes, it was not a requirenent to study
t he bats.

M5. G ANQUINTO. Okay. So that is despite the fact
that the August 2018 DEEP letter did nmention the | ack of
bat surveys.

MR. SHAMAS: Wth the new application and,
submtted to Natural Diversity Database, we eval uated
the information that they thought was inportant for the

site.

133




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

M5. 3 ANQUI NTO. Okay. Are you famliar with the
Qui nebaug Sol ar Project, also in Connecticut?

MR. SHAMAS: Yes. Yes.

M5. G ANQU NTG Al right. So --

MR. SHAMAS: Sonewhat. | amnot the environnental
person on that, but | amaware of it.

M5. G ANQUI NTO Understood. | amjust, | am
asking about it, just as an exanple. So ny
under st andi ng of what happened with that site with
respect to bats is that a bat survey was done
specifically for the Northern Long Eared Bat, and then
they actually found two state protected species of bats,
are you famliar with that, at all?

MR SHAMAS. No.

MR. HOFFMAN: | am going to object to the
questions, as to the relevance of it.

MR. SILVESTRI: Yeah, Attorney G anquinto, | am not
sure where you are going with that one, having no one
I nvol ved on the panel being involved with that project,
not sure where you are goi ng.

M5. G ANQUINTO. | amasking himif he was aware of
it, and he said no. So, got it. | wll nove on.

MR. SILVESTRI: Thank you.

M5. G ANQUINTO  You, so M. Shamas, you haven't

conduct ed any bat surveys, so you don't actually know
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sitting here, if there are bats that live on the sit
or that exist on the site?

MR. SHAMAS: Correct. W know that it is not i
roosti ng area.

M5. G ANQUI NTO. How do you know it is not in a

roosting area, if you haven't done any bat survey?

MR. SHAMAS:. The hi bernacular, | should say, th
mappi ng.
M5. G ANQUINTO. Okay. | amnot sure who this

shoul d be addressed to, but | have questions about a
fire code requirenent. So the Town, in response to
i nterrogatories from Save the Rivers, Save the Hills
about fire safety issues, the Fire Marshal reference
couple of specific fire prevention codes. And ny
readi ng of these codes indicates that the, that they
were specific to ground nounted sol ar installations
that they require a nonconbusti bl e base around the
panel. So there is not, to ny understandi ng, vegeta
woul d be potentially conbustible. So I was wonderin
what GRE' s response to that is. So | don't know who
that should go to.

MR. LA MARCHE: Can you direct to the exact
docunent that you are referring to?

M5. 3 ANQUINTO. Sure. So that is the Town's,

Town's response to our interrogatories which was
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submtted -- sorry -- that was submtted on June 17th.

And so, the fire marshal cites to a couple provisions of

the Fire Prevention Code. And then if you actually go
and | ook up that code, it refers to nonconbusti bl e base
as being required around the solar arrays which are not
present here.

MR. HOFFMAN. | amsorry, M. G anqui nto does t hat
fire code say the grass is conbusti bl e?

M5. GANQU NTO No. No. No. It says, it says a
nonconbusti bl e base nmust be provided, such as a gravel
base or ot her nonconbustible base. So | amasking if
vegetation i s nonconbustible. Like | assuned GRE has
had experience with this provision on different sites,
as well. So | amtrying to figure out how that portion
of the fire code is going to be conplied wth.

MR. SILVESTRI: That m ght be a question better
asked of the fire marshal, when we do have them

M5. G ANQU NTO Onh, but M. Silvestri, this goes
to the design. So, like, if the code requires that
there is a gravel or other nonconbustible base, | would
think that would go to the designers of the, of the
site.

MR. SILVESTRI: Yes. The confusion | have is, if
don't know what nonconbusti ble m ght nean, it m ght be

hard to answer.
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M5. G ANQUI NTO. Okay. | guess | had been assum ng
that since GRE has done this before, they probably
encountered it before, so | would --

MR, SILVESTRI: Well, we could ask that question.
| not the sure if we could get an answer at this point
w t hout a good definition fromthe fire marshal.

M5. G ANQU NTG Al right. Sure. So | guess a
nore general question is, you guys have built, or at
| east you have gotten approval for sites in Connecticut,
and has this cone up before, how have you addressed it,
has it never cone up?

MR. LA MARCHE: This specific question has not cone
up before and has not been an issue in the past.

M5. G ANQUI NTO Okay. So you haven't faced any
questions about this provision in the fire code, then?

MR. LA MARCHE: Correct.

M5. G ANQUI NTO.  Ckay.

MR KOCH'S: This is Steve, | would just add that,
you know, follow ng standard engi neeri ng
practices, every solar facility, to ny know edge, that
has been installed in the state to date, has used grass
as the cover type under the panels.

M5. G ANQUI NTO.  Yeah, that is ny understanding,
too. That is why | was surprised to see that in there,

and so | wanted to know how it is handled. GCkay. |

137




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

guess we can |eave that for the fire nmarshal.

Has GRE had experience with any fires at any of its
installations to date?

MR. LA MARCHE: | cannot answer that 100 percent.
| have not been with Geenskies for its entirety. |
have not had any personal, | have not seen any fires on
any of our sites at Greenskies to date. So that is all
| know.

M5. G ANQUI NTO. Okay. | nean, solar installations
have experienced fires, though, before, right? You are
aware of that, just generally in the industry?

MR LA MARCHE: Sure.

M5. 3 ANQUI NTO. It happens soneti nes.

Ckay. And so, if this happens on this site, where
Is the water source for putting the fire out, how does
t hat wor k?

MR. LA MARCHE: | nean, ny understanding is that
It, that is another question for the, for the Town, for
the fire marshal. W are, we are not providing a water
source as part of this project.

M5. G ANQUINTO. Okay. And if afire were to
happen, sone of those materials that you are tal king
about earlier that could be in the solar arrays, such as
the lead or the PFAS, those could get into the

environnent and into the water supply if there was a
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fire, right? Because although, | nean, they are
encapsul ated, so | understand generally they are not
going to be in the atnosphere, but if sonmething did go
wrong, that could result in those materials |eaching
into the water supply, right?

MR. HOFFMAN. M. Silvestri, | object to the
question. That calls for speculation the w tnesses
don't know, and they are being asked to specul ate on
sonething far afield fromany of the w tnesses
testinony --

MR. SILVESTRI: Attorney Hoffman, | only heard part
of that, can you repeat it please?

MR. HOFFMAN: Certainly. | would like to object to
that question to the extent that it calls for
specul ation. W are going fairly far afield for any of
the witnesses' relevant expertise, as opposed, if you
ruled, they can answer if they know But it is a pretty
specul ati ve questi on.

MR. SILVESTRI: No, | do agree that it is
specul ative, and | would like to nove on with that,
because we really don't have an answer except for what
ifs, and I don't know if the what ifs could be
guanti fi ed.

M5. G ANQUINTO So the objection is sustained,

t hen?
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MR, SILVESTRI: Yes.

M5. 3 ANQUI NTO. Okay. Thank you. GCkay. | would
like to turn, | think, back to M. Kochis, sorry. |
wanted to tal k about Appendix One to the general permt,
the proposed Appendix One a little bit.

MR. KOCHI S: Sorry. The Appendix |?

M5. GANQUNTO Onh, I. Yes. Sorry. It is
getting late. Appendix I. Al right. So | understand
your testinony that your position is that this site
conplies with all of the criteria necessary for the
sol ar panel to be considered pervious, right?

MR KOCHI'S: That's correct.

M5. G ANQUINTO. Okay. Al right. So, if you | ook
at 1C, you would agree that there are requirenents for
different slopes on the site, right?

MR. KOCHI S: That's correct.

M5. G ANQUINTO (Okay. So there are slopes on the
site that are greater than five percent, but |ess than
10 percent, right? So, that fit into that second bull et
poi nt ?

MR KOCHIS: That's correct.

M5. G ANQUINTO. Okay. And so if we read that that
provision it says, for slopes greater than five percent,
but | ess than 10 percent, practices including, but not

limted to, | evel spreaders, terraces or berns as
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described in figure G bel ow shall be used to ensure | ong
termsheet flow conditions, right?

MR. KOCHI S: That's correct.

M5. G ANQUINTO Okay. Wiere on the site plans are
there | evel spreaders?

MR. KOCHI'S: There are no | evel spreaders proposed
i nside the array. The sheet flow conditions will be
mai nt ai ned by use of the natural existing grading.

M5. G ANQUINTO And where are there terraces?

MR. KOCHI S: Again, we are not proposing to regrade
to, to create nore disturbance to create terraces.

M5. 3 ANQUI NTO. Okay. And there are no berns
within the array, right? Only on the outer perineter?

MR. KOCHI S: That's correct.

M5. G ANQUNTO Wth -- all right. So if you | ook
at Figure two that is referenced there. | think on, |
think it is on the second to |ast page, it is when |
printed out. So Figure two, depicts |evel spreaders or
energy dissipaters under the drip |ine edge of the solar
panels, right?

MR KOCHI S: Yes.

M5. G ANQUI NTO.  And you don't have any of that in
this site design, right?

MR. KOCH S: The current site plans do not include

the gravel drip edge, that is correct.
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M5. 3 ANQUI NTO. And so your testinony is that the
site never, the site design nevertheless fits this
provi si on because you are using the natural fl ow
patterns of the site?

MR. KOCH S: That's correct. There is no, the
only, there are no spots inside the site where it
channelizes flow. And by the reading of that, it is
I nclusive to have nultiple types of neasures. It
doesn't have to be one of those types.

M5. G ANQUINTO. Al right. But, so your testinony
Is that you are insuring the sheet flow conditions and
that there will not be any channelized fl ow anywhere on
the site based on your design.

MR. KOCH S: W are ensuring long-term sheet flow
condi tions.

M5. 3 ANQUI NTO. What about the channelization
part?

MR KOCH'S: It would be inplied that we will not
have channelized fl ow under the arrays.

M5. 3 ANQUI NTO. So the solar panels are not
proposed to -- they are facing south, right, for maxi num
sun exposure?

MR. KOCHI S: That's correct.

M5. G ANQUINTO Okay. And the site doesn't slope

south exclusively, right? There are places on, in this
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desi gn where the panels are actually going to be, |
guess | woul d describe it, kind of as, flow
per pendi cular to the topography?

MR KOCH' S: Yes. | would say the slope is

angul ating that, you know, the consideration to the

orientation of the panels is another part of Appendix I,

and there is no part of the site where it drains
entirely to the east or to the west. W wll get sh
fl ow under the panels as it goes partially north and
sout h.

M5. G ANQUI NTO. I n your experience with the
remedi ati on work that you have done, was one of the
| ssues that the flows becone channelized and caused
er osi on?

MR. KOCHI S: The only instance where that was a
case was froma utility trench, that was |eft open.
wasn't, it wasn't tied to the drip |ine edge.

M5. G ANQUI NTG  What about the --

MR. SILVESTRI: | amsorry, Attorney G anquinto
was just going to nention, we are getting close to 5
o' clock. I don't know how nuch nore you m ght have,
you need a couple of mnutes to wap up or anot her
guestion, and then we continue to next tine. How do
It ook on your side?

M5. G ANQUI NTO. | probably have about anot her

eet

It

: 00

| f

es

hal f
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hour, | amsorry to say. So it is probably better to
stop now.

MR. SILVESTRI: Are you at a good stopping point or
did you have one nore question related to drips and
channel i zed fl ow.

M5. G ANQU NTO No, that's -- | know, everyone is
fascinated. So this is a fine stopping point. | can
pick up just as easily there.

MR. SILVESTRI: Ckay. That is appreciated, l|ike |

say.
Al right, |adies and gentlenen, it is 4:59 on ny

clock. The Council will recess until 6:30 p.m, at

which tinme we will comenced the public coment session

of this renote public hearing, and | thank you all for
your patience and participation. W will see you in

about an hour and a half. Thank you.

(Wher eupon the hearing ended at 4:59 p.m)
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STATE OF CONNECTI CUT

|, THERESA BERGSTRAND, a Certified Professional
Reporter/ Conm ssioner wwthin and for the State of
Connecticut, do hereby certify that | took the
proceeding of the Siting Council hearing via Zoom
Meeting Tel econference on July 14, 2020.

| further certify that the within testinony was
taken by nme stenographically and reduced to typewitten
formunder ny direction by neans of conputer assisted
transcription; and | further certify that said
deposition is a true record of the testinony given by
said w tness.

| further certify that | am neither counsel for,
related to, nor enployed by any of the parties to the
action in which this deposition was taken; and further,
that | amnot a relative or enployee of any attorney or
counsel enployed by the parties hereto, nor financially
or otherwise interested in the outcone of the action.

W TNESS ny hand and seal the 21st day of July,
2020.

Shioo. Bogstand

Theresa Bergstrand, CSR
My conm ssion expires 3/31/2021
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 01         (The hearing commenced at 1:00 p.m.)

 02  

 03       MR. SILVESTRI:  Okay.  This remote public hearing

 04  is called to order this Tuesday July 14th, 2020 at 1:00

 05  p.m.  My name is Robert Silvestri, member and presiding

 06  officer of the Connecticut Siting Council.  I'll ask the

 07  other members of the Council to acknowledge that they

 08  are present when introduced for the benefit of these who

 09  are only on audio.

 10       So we will start with Mr. Robert Hannon, who is the

 11  designee for Commissioner Katie Dykes of the Department

 12  of Energy and Environmental Protection.  Mr. Hannon?

 13       MR. HANNON:  I am here.

 14       MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.  Ms. Linda Guliuzza,

 15  designee for Chairman Marissa Paslick Gillett of the

 16  Public Utilities Regulatory Authority.

 17       MS. GULIUZZA:  Present.  Sorry.

 18       MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.  Mr. John Morissette.

 19       MR. MORISSETTE:  Good afternoon.  Present.

 20       MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.  And Mr. Michael Harder.

 21       MR. HARDER:  Present.

 22       MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.  Members of the staff

 23  with us today are Ms. Melody Bachman, Executive Director

 24  and Staff Attorney.

 25       MS. BACHMAN:  Present.  Thank you.
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 01       MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.  Mr. Robert Mercier, our

 02  siting analyst.

 03       MR. MERCIER:  Present.

 04       MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.  And Ms. Lisa Fontaine,

 05  our fiscal administrative officer.

 06       MS. FONTAINE:  Present.

 07       MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.  As we are all keenly

 08  aware, please notice that there is currently a statewide

 09  effort to prevent the spread of Coronavirus, this is why

 10  the Council is holding this remote public hearing and we

 11  ask for your patience.  If you haven't done so already,

 12  I ask that everyone please mute their computer audio

 13  and/or telephone now.

 14       This hearing is held pursuant to the provisions of

 15  title 16 of the Connecticut General Statutes and of the

 16  Uniform Administrative Procedure Act, upon a motion to

 17  reopen a petition from GRE GACRUX, LLC, which I'll refer

 18  to going forward as GRE, for the declaratory ruling for

 19  the proposed construction, maintenance and operation of

 20  a 16.78 megawatt solar photovoltaic electric generating

 21  facility indicated at 117 Oil Mill Road in Waterford,

 22  Connecticut.

 23       On February 27, 2020, the Council, pursuant to a

 24  request filed by GRE and the provisions of Connecticut

 25  General Statutes Section 4-181(a)(b), reopened the
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 01  October 26th, 2018 and December 24th, 2018 final

 02  decisions that were rendered in this matter.  The

 03  Council's legal notice of the date and time of this

 04  rescheduled remote public hearing was published in The

 05  Day on June 28th, 2020.  Upon this Council's request the

 06  petitioner erected a sign at the proposed site so as to

 07  inform the public of the name of the petitioner, the

 08  type of facility, the rescheduled remote public hearing

 09  date and contact information for the Council.

 10       As a reminder to all, off the record communication

 11  with a member of the council or a member of the

 12  Council's staff upon the merits of this petition is

 13  prohibited by law.

 14       The parties and interveners of the proceeding are

 15  as follows; the Petitioner, GRE, its representative is

 16  Lee D. Hoffman, Esquire; the Town of Waterford as an

 17  intervener, its representative is Robert A. Avena,

 18  Esquire; and we have Save the Rivers, Save the Hills,

 19  its representative, Emily A. Gianquinto, Esquire.

 20       We will proceed in accordance with the prepared

 21  agenda, a copy of which is available on the Council's

 22  petition 1347A web page, along with a record of this

 23  matter, the public hearing notice, instructions for

 24  public access to this remote public hearing and the

 25  Council's citizen guide to Siting Council procedures.
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 01  Interested persons may join any session of this public

 02  hearing to listen, but no comments will be received

 03  during the 1:00 p.m. evidentiary session.  At the end of

 04  the evidentiary session, we will recess until 6:30 p.m.

 05  for the remote public comment session.  Please be

 06  advised that any person may be removed from this remote

 07  evidentiary session or the public comment session at the

 08  discretion of the Council.

 09       The 6:30 p.m. remote public comment session is

 10  reserved for the public to make brief statements into

 11  the record.  I wish to note that the petitioner, parties

 12  and interveners, including the representatives,

 13  witnesses and members, are not allowed to participate in

 14  the public comment session.  I also wish to note for

 15  those who are listening and for the benefit of your

 16  friends and neighbors who are unable to join us for the

 17  remote public comment session, that you or they may send

 18  written comment to the Council within 30 days of the

 19  date hereof, either by mail or by e-mail, and such

 20  written statements will be given the same weight as if

 21  spoken during the remote public comment session.  A

 22  verbatim transcript of this remote public hearing

 23  willing be posted on the Council's petition 1347A web

 24  page and deposited with the Town Clerk's office in

 25  Waterford for the convenience of the public.
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 01       Please be advised that the Council does not issue

 02  permits for storm water management.  If the proposed

 03  project is approved by the Council, the Department of

 04  Energy and Environmental Protection storm water permit

 05  is independently required.  DEEP, which is the

 06  Department of Energy and Environmental Protection, could

 07  hold a public hearing on any storm water permit

 08  application.

 09       I also wish to note that the Council will take

 10  roughly a 10 to 15 minute break at a convenient junction

 11  around 3:00 p.m. this afternoon.  The Council has a

 12  number of motions to address.  Actually, I have three.

 13  We will start with number one, which is on June 10th,

 14  2020, Save the Rivers, Save the Hills submitted an

 15  additional request for party status and CEPA, C-E-P-A,

 16  intervener status and Attorney Bachman my wish to

 17  comment.

 18       MS. BACHMAN:  Thank you, Mr. Silvestri.  Save the

 19  Rivers, Save the Hills requested and was granted

 20  intervener status in the original petition in 2018.

 21  Save the Rivers certainly meets the criteria for party

 22  status under General Statute Section 16-50(n), and also

 23  CEPA intervener status under General Statutes

 24  Section 22(a)-19, as an association that was formed to

 25  protect the environment, therefore staff recommends
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 01  approval.

 02       MR. SILVESTRI:  I'll ask for a motion from our

 03  council members.

 04       MR. MORISSETTE:  John Morissette for approval.

 05       MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you, Mr. Morissette.

 06       MR. HANNON:  Bob Hannon, I'll second.

 07       MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you, Mr. Hannon.  We do have

 08  a motion and a second, and while I would normally ask

 09  the Council members if there is any discussion at an

 10  in-person hearing, I will ask one by one to avoid any

 11  communication problems or more than one person speaking

 12  at a time.

 13       So going one-by-one, Mr. Hannon, any discussion?

 14       MR. HANNON:  No.

 15       MR. SILVESTRI:  Ms. Guliuzza, any discussion?

 16       MS. GULIUZZA:  No, thank you, Chair.

 17       MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.  Mr. Morissette, any

 18  discussion?

 19       MR. MORISSETTE:  No discussion.  Thank you.

 20       MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.  And, Mr. Harder any

 21  discussion?

 22       MR. HARDER:  No comments.

 23       MR. SILVESTRI:  And I have none.  And again, we

 24  will go one-by-one for voting purposes.  We do have a

 25  motion and a second for approval for party status,
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 01  starting with Mr. Hannon.  What say thee?

 02       MR. HANNON:  Approve.

 03       MR. SILVESTRI:  Ms. Guliuzza?

 04       MS. GULIUZZA:  Approve.

 05       MR. SILVESTRI:  Mr. Morissette?

 06       MR. MORISSETTE:  Approve.

 07       MR. SILVESTRI:  And Mr. Harder?

 08       MR. HARDER:  Approve.

 09       MR. SILVESTRI:  And I'll also vote for approval.

 10  So we are unanimous in granting party status and CEPA

 11  intervener status to Save the Rivers, Save the Hills.

 12  Thank you.

 13       Item number two under motions.  On June 18, 2020,

 14  Save the Rivers, Save the Hills submitted an objection

 15  to the Council's administrative notice, notice list, and

 16  Attorney Bachman may wish to comment.

 17       MS. BACHMAN:  Thank you, Mr. Silvestri.  Save the

 18  Rivers objects to four items on the Council's

 19  administrative notice list.  Item number 51, the recusal

 20  memoranda for former Council members Clements and Stein,

 21  because they are irrelevant to the petition.

 22       Item number 52, objection to the inclusion of the

 23  content of petition number 1056, because other local and

 24  state agencies have issued orders related to those

 25  projects.
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 01       Item number 54, the objection to the inclusion of

 02  the content of petition number 1312.

 03       And item number 57, an objection to the inclusion

 04  of Michael Clements' resignation letter because it is

 05  not relevant.

 06       Section 40178 of the UAPA and Section 1650(j)28,

 07  subsection F, the regulations of state agencies, allow

 08  this Council to take administrative notice of facts,

 09  including public record and prior decisions of the

 10  Council.  All of these items are public records and/or

 11  prior decisions of the Council.

 12       With respect to items 52 and 54, these are prior

 13  decisions of the Council that were rendered on similarly

 14  situated solar facility matters, such as selection and a

 15  DEEP RFP and similar generating capacity.

 16       With respect to items 51 and 57, this proposed

 17  solar facility has a history from 2018.  These are

 18  public records and they are relevant for the following

 19  purposes; one, to allow any interested person, such as

 20  the media, to follow the history of the matter from 2018

 21  to the future final decision on this reopened petition;

 22  two, to allow staff to efficiently cite to the

 23  procedural history of the matter in the findings of fact

 24  of the final decision; three, to combat any claims of

 25  bias on the part of any current or former council member
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 01  and any appeal of the final decision in this matter; and

 02  number four, to notify interested persons that Dr.

 03  Clements cannot be retained for his expertise in

 04  wetlands in vernal pools for the matter, due to state

 05  ethics restrictions.  And therefore, Mr. Silvestri,

 06  staff recommends that this objection be overruled.

 07       MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you, Attorney Bachman.  Is

 08  there a motion by the council members?

 09       MR. HARDER:  Mike Harder, I move that the request

 10  be disapproved.

 11       MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you, Mr. Harder.  Is there a

 12  second?

 13       MR. MORISSETTE:  Second.

 14       MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.  Mr. Morissette, we do

 15  have a motion and a second to deny, again I will go

 16  one-by-one for council members for discussion purposes,

 17  starting with Mr. Hannon.

 18       MR. HANNON:  I will approve the motion to -- I'll

 19  approve to deny the motion.

 20       MR. SILVESTRI:  Right now I was just looking for

 21  any discussion.

 22       MR. HANNON:  Okay.  I am not sure why it was

 23  brought in the first place, that is my comment.

 24       MR. HOFFMAN:  Chairman Silvestri, I apologize --

 25       MR. SILVESTRI:  Mr. Hoffman.
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 01       MR. HOFFMAN:  I apologize for interrupting.  But in

 02  looking at the hearing program, I think there has been a

 03  slight error in the transcription of the Administrative

 04  Notice items.  Because item 51 in the hearing program is

 05  listed as the decision in docket 192(b), I just think

 06  that we need to make sure that we get those documents to

 07  jive, so that the Administrative Notice is correct

 08  everywhere.

 09       MS. BACHMAN:  Attorney Hoffman, if I can just draw

 10  your attention to the description under docket number

 11  192(b), it indicates the recusal memoranda of --

 12       MR. HOFFMAN:  My apologies.

 13       MS. BACHMAN:  Thank you.

 14       MR. SILVESTRI:  We all set, Attorney Hoffman?

 15       MR. HOFFMAN:  Yes.

 16       MR. SILVESTRI:  Okay.  Thank you.  Again, going

 17  through our council members, Mr. Hannon had a comment,

 18  but no discussion further.  Ms. Guliuzza, do you have

 19  any discussion?

 20       MS. GULIUZZA:  No discussion.

 21       MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.  Morissette?

 22       MR. MORISSETTE:  No discussion.

 23       MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.  And, Mr. Harder, any

 24  discussion?

 25       MR. HARDER:  No comments.
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 01       MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.  I will again do

 02  one-by-one for voting purposes.  Again on the motion to

 03  deny, starting with Mr. Hannon?

 04       MR. HANNON:  I will approve the motion to deny.

 05       MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.  Ms. Guliuzza?

 06       MS. GULIUZZA:  I'll vote to deny, as well.

 07       MR. SILVESTRI:  Mr. Morissette?

 08       MR. MORISSETTE:  I vote to deny, as well.

 09       MR. SILVESTRI:  And, Mr. Harder.

 10       MR. HARDER:  Deny.

 11       MR. SILVESTRI:  And I will agree and deny also for

 12  my vote.  So we are unanimous in denying that motion.

 13       Moving on to motion number three.  We have that on

 14  June 22nd, 2020, GRE submitted a motion to compel Save

 15  the Rivers, Save the Hills to provide its membership

 16  list under seal.  And Attorney Bachman may wish to

 17  comment.

 18       MS. BACHMAN:  Thank you, Mr. Silvestri.  Given that

 19  Save the Rivers, Save the Hills has submitted the

 20  declaration of Debra Moshier-Dunn, President of Save the

 21  Rivers, Save the Hills, Incorporated on June 24th, and

 22  the fact that our public comment hearing is at 6:30 this

 23  afternoon, and we still retain the same 17 speakers that

 24  had signed up in advance, the staff recommends that the

 25  motion be denied.
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 01       MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you, Attorney Bachman.  Do I

 02  have a motion from our council members?

 03       MS. MOSHIER-DUNN:  For the record, Vice President,

 04  not President.  I know the President is listening.

 05       MR. SILVESTRI:  I wasn't sure who that was, and

 06  names don't pop up on my screen, so could you just say

 07  who that was, please?

 08       MS. MOSHIER-DUNN:  This is Deb Moshier-Dunn, Vice

 09  President of Save the Rivers, Save the Hills.

 10       MR. SILVESTRI:  Super.  Thank you.  Yes, for any

 11  type of speaker that might come in, I will ask you to

 12  say your name, so at least we can recognize it for the

 13  transcript.  And again, thank you for the correction.

 14       Going back to our council members, do we have a

 15  motion?

 16       MR. HARDER:  Mike Harder, motion to deny.

 17       MR. SILVESTRI:  Do we have a second?

 18       MR. MORISSETTE:  Second.

 19       MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.  Again, I will go

 20  one-by-one for council members for discussion purposes

 21  at this point.  Again, starting with Mr. Hannon, any

 22  discussion?

 23       MR. HANNON:  Yes, more of a question.  So when the

 24  17 people that signed up speak tonight, if I am

 25  understanding that correctly, they are not associated
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 01  with any of the parties; is that correct?

 02       MR. SILVESTRI:  I'll have to ask Attorney Bachman

 03  because I don't have the list right in front of me at

 04  this point.

 05       MS. BACHMAN:  Thank you, Mr. Silvestri.  The

 06  individuals listed on our public comment speaker list

 07  are not associated with Save the Rivers, Save the Hills.

 08       MR. HANNON:  Okay.  Thank you.  That was my only

 09  comment.

 10       MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you, Mr. Hannon.  Ms.

 11  Guliuzza, any discussion purposes?

 12       MS. GULIUZZA:  No discussion, thank you.

 13       MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.  Mr. Morissette?

 14       MR. MORISSETTE:  Thank you for the clarification.

 15  I have no further questions.

 16       MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.  And, Mr. Harder, any

 17  discussion?

 18       MR. HARDER:  No discussion.

 19       MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.  Again, going one-by-one

 20  for voting purposes.  We will start with Mr. Hannon.

 21       MR. HANNON:  I will approve the motion to deny.

 22       MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.  Ms. Guliuzza?

 23       MS. GULIUZZA:  Approve of the denial.

 24       MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.  Mr. Morissette?

 25       MR. MORISSETTE:  Approve the motion to deny.
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 01       MR. SILVESTRI:  Mr. Harder?

 02       MR. HARDER:  Approve the motion.

 03       MR. SILVESTRI:  To deny?

 04       MR. HARDER:  Yes.

 05       MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.  And I will also follow

 06  suit.  So we are unanimous on that motion.

 07       Looking through, again, on my agenda, that is all

 08  the motions that we have in front of us, and I will now

 09  proceed.  I wish to call your attention to those items

 10  shown on the hearing program that are marked as Roman

 11  Number 1D, items one through 117 that the Council has

 12  administratively noticed.  Does any party or intervener

 13  have an additional objection to the items that the

 14  Council has administratively noticed?  And Attorney

 15  Hoffman, I'll ask you first.

 16       MR. HOFFMAN:  No objection, Mr. Chairman.

 17       MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.

 18       MR. HOFFMAN:  Actually, Mr. Silvestri would

 19  suffice, as I am presiding officer, not a chairman, but

 20  thank you.  Attorney Avena?

 21       MR. AVENA:  No objection.

 22       MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.  And Attorney

 23  Gianquinto.

 24       MS. GIANQUINTO:  No objection.  I do just want to

 25  note, I think it is Item 1C, not 1D, unless I am wrong.
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 01       MR. SILVESTRI:  Let me go back to the agenda so we

 02  have that clear.  Bear with me.

 03       MS. GIANQUINTO:  I don't really see a 1D, though,

 04  so.

 05       MR. SILVESTRI:  Attorney Bachman, do you have that

 06  in front of you?

 07       MS. BACHMAN:  Mr. Silvestri, I believe Attorney

 08  Gianquinto is correct.  We seem to have made a mistake,

 09  and it should be 1C.

 10       MR. SILVESTRI:  Attorney Gianquinto, thank you for

 11  your observation and again, that would be Roman Numeral

 12  1C, items one through 117.  Thank you.

 13       Accordingly, with no objection, and no further

 14  objections, the Council hereby administratively notices

 15  these items.  Thank you.

 16       I'll now move to the appearance by the Petitioner,

 17  and will the Petitioner please present its witness panel

 18  for the purpose of taking the oath?

 19       MR. HOFFMAN:  Yes.  Thank you, Mr. Silvestri.  With

 20  us today on behalf of GRE, we have Jean-Paul La Marche

 21  of GRE and Ryan Linares of GRE.  In addition, we have

 22  Steve Kochis and Jeff Shamas, both of VHB who are

 23  consultants on the project.  They will be our witness

 24  panel this afternoon.

 25       MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you, Attorney Hoffman.  And
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 01  before I ask Attorney Bachman to administer the oath,

 02  again, because we are doing this remotely, she will give

 03  the oath and if you would, on your response, identify

 04  yourself and signal yay or nay.  Attorney Bachman.

 05       MS. BACHMAN:  Thank you, Mr. Silvestri.  Will the

 06  witnesses please raise their right hands.

 07  

 08         (Whereupon the oath was administered.)

 09  

 10       MR. SILVESTRI:  Did we get everybody?  Just for

 11  convenience purposes, if we could go one-by-one, please

 12  state your name and give a yes.

 13       MR. LA MARCHE:  This is Jean-Paul, yes.

 14       MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.

 15       MR. SHAMAS:  Jeff Shamas, yes.

 16       MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.

 17       MR. LINARES:  Ryan Linares, yes.

 18       MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.

 19       MR. KOCHIS:  Steve Kochis, yes.

 20       MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.  Attorney Hoffman, did

 21  we cover everybody?

 22       MR. HOFFMAN:  Yes, Mr. Silvestri, we did.

 23       MR. SILVESTRI:  Super.  Could you also begin by

 24  verifying all exhibits by the appropriate sworn

 25  witnesses.
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 01       MR. HOFFMAN:  We could, but before that there is

 02  two suggested additions to administrative notice.  We

 03  can take this in any order you want, but I am happy to

 04  do the identification of the exhibits first, if you

 05  would rather.

 06       MR. SILVESTRI:  Well, you are going to have to

 07  verify whatever you are going to have additionally, so

 08  what do we have additionally?

 09       MR. HOFFMAN:  Well, no it is two items for

 10  administrative notice that we sought to add to the

 11  administrative notice list.  They are a United

 12  Department of Agriculture bulletin, entitled Urban

 13  Hydrology for Small Watersheds.  And also, the Minnesota

 14  Pollution Control Agency, Minnesota Storm Water Manual.

 15  We sought that, these are not exhibits for

 16  identification, but rather two items that we wish the

 17  Council to take administrative notice of.

 18       MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.  I do have those on the

 19  hearing notice.  I'll ask Attorney Avena, do you have

 20  any objection to that administrative notice that GRE

 21  just mentioned?

 22       MR. AVENA:  No objection.

 23       MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.  Attorney Gianquinto,

 24  any objections?

 25       MS. GIANQUINTO:  No objection.
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 01       MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you, also.  Please continue,

 02  Attorney Hoffman.

 03       MR. HOFFMAN:  Certainly.  So what I will do for the

 04  sake of simplicity is I will start with Mr. La Marche,

 05  continue to Mr. Linares, then Mr. Kochis, and then Mr.

 06  Shamas.  And I will refer you to the exhibits that

 07  appear for identification purposes in Roman Numeral 2B,

 08  and I will ask if you are familiar with those objects

 09  and have you swear to their veracity.

 10       So, Mr. La Marche, in looking at the exhibits that

 11  are listed for identification in Roman Numeral 2B, did

 12  you prepare or cause to be prepared the exhibits that

 13  are located there, including the motion to reopen your

 14  pretrial testimony and the responses to Siting Council's

 15  interrogatories listed therein?

 16       MR. LA MARCHE:  Yes, I do.

 17       MR. HOFFMAN:  And are those documents true and

 18  correct to the best of your information and belief.

 19       MR. LA MARCHE:  Yes, they are, with one note that

 20  we have also previously corrected in the interrogatories

 21  that we initially referred to the site in one location

 22  as previously disrupted industrial, and acknowledge that

 23  that is not the case.

 24       MR. HOFFMAN:  And with that acknowledgement that

 25  was filed in a subsequent interrogatory, are those
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 01  documents all correct to the best of your information

 02  and belief?

 03       MR. LA MARCHE:  That is correct.

 04       MR. HOFFMAN:  And do you adopt those as your sworn

 05  testimony here today?

 06       MR. LA MARCHE:  I do.

 07       MR. HOFFMAN:  Thank you.  Mr. Linares, I'll ask you

 08  the same questions.  Are you familiar with the exhibits

 09  that are listed in Roman Numeral 2B, including the

 10  motion for reopening the petition, the revised petition

 11  and the responses to the Council's interrogatories.

 12       MR. LINARES:  That's correct, yes.

 13       MR. HOFFMAN:  And did you prepare or cause to be

 14  prepared those documents?

 15       MR. LINARES:  Yes.

 16       MR. HOFFMAN:  And are they correct to the best of

 17  your information and belief?

 18       MR. LINARES:  Yes.

 19       MR. HOFFMAN:  And do you have any changes to those

 20  documents, other than what has already been discussed?

 21       MR. LINARES:  No changes.

 22       MR. HOFFMAN:  And do you adopt those as your sworn

 23  testimony here today?

 24       MR. LINARES:  Yes.

 25       MR. HOFFMAN:  Very good.  Mr. Kochis, I'll ask the
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 01  same questions of you.  Are you familiar with the

 02  exhibits in Roman Numeral 2B?

 03       MR. KOCHIS:  Yes.

 04       MR. HOFFMAN:  And did you prepare or cause to be

 05  prepared those exhibits, including the motion to reopen

 06  the petition, the revised petition, the response to the

 07  Siting Council's interrogatories and the prefiled

 08  testimony that is attributed to you?

 09       MR. KOCHIS:  Yes.

 10       MR. HOFFMAN:  And are those documents correct to

 11  the best of your information and belief?

 12       MR. LINARES:  Yes.

 13       MR. HOFFMAN:  Okay.  Other than what has been

 14  discussed above, are there any other changes or edits to

 15  those documents?

 16       MR. KOCHIS:  No changes.

 17       MR. HOFFMAN:  And do you adopt those as your sworn

 18  testimony here today?

 19       MR. KOCHIS:  I do.

 20       MR. HOFFMAN:  Mr. Shamas, are you familiar with the

 21  documents listed in Roman Numeral 2B?

 22       MR. SHAMAS:  Yes.

 23       MR. HOFFMAN:  And did you prepare or cause to be

 24  prepared those documents, including the motion for

 25  reopening the petition, the revised petition and the

�0023

 01  response to interrogatories?

 02       MR. SHAMAS:  Yes.

 03       MR. HOFFMAN:  And are they correct to the best of

 04  your information and belief?

 05       MR. SHAMAS:  Yes.

 06       MR. HOFFMAN:  And other than what has been

 07  discussed previously, do you have any changes to those

 08  documents?

 09       MR. SHAMAS:  I do not.

 10       MR. HOFFMAN:  And do you adopt them as your sworn

 11  testimony today?

 12       MR. SHAMAS:  Yes.

 13       MR. HOFFMAN:  With that, Mr. Silvestri, I would ask

 14  that all of the exhibits in Roman Number 2B be adopted

 15  as full exhibits.

 16       MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you, Attorney Hoffman.  Does

 17  any party or intervener object to the admission of the

 18  petitioners exhibits?  Attorney Avena?

 19       MR. AVENA:  No objection, no.

 20       MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.  Attorney Gianquinto?

 21       MS. GIANQUINTO:  No objection.

 22       MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you, also.  The exhibits are

 23  admitted.  We will now begin with cross-examination of

 24  the petitioner by the Council, starting with staff

 25  person, Mr. Robert Mercier.
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 01       MR. MERCIER:  Thank you.  Just the first order of

 02  business would have to be, deal with the photograph of

 03  the sign that was submitted as Exhibit Number 11.  Can

 04  GRE submit a sign posting affidavit to the Council that

 05  describes when the sign was initially posted and when it

 06  was changed to the rescheduled public hearing?

 07       MR. LA MARCHE:  I am fine with submitting that.

 08       MR. SILVESTRI:  Again, in response to any

 09  questions, if you could please state your name and then

 10  provide your answer.

 11       MR. HOFFMAN:  Mr. Mercier, we can provide that as

 12  an affidavit, or I think that Mr. Kochis who installed

 13  the sign could testify to it here today.  Which is your

 14  preference?

 15       MR. MERCIER:  I suppose we could just testify to it

 16  as to when it was initially installed, do you have that

 17  date?

 18       MR. KOCHIS:  I would just have to find that, Lee.

 19       MR. HOFFMAN:  We could get that for you after the

 20  break, Mr. Mercier.

 21       MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  Thank you.  Now referring to

 22  the site access, I am going to be looking at site plan

 23  4.0, which was appendix A of the petition, just it gives

 24  a nice overview of the site.

 25       Now as the access leaves Oil Mill Road, it follows

�0025

 01  an existing logging path, as shown.  It goes up to the

 02  elevated wetlands.  For this section from Oil Mill Road

 03  to the wetland crossing, besides the addition of gravel,

 04  what other improvements are needed to that road?

 05       MR. KOCHIS:  This is Steve Kochis, there are no

 06  other improvements proposed for that road, in terms of

 07  regrading or widening.

 08       MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  What, I understand that you

 09  will be installing the interconnection cable within the

 10  road; is that correct?

 11       MR. LA MARCHE:  This is Jean-Paul, I can answer

 12  that.  The very exact location of the feeder is yet to

 13  be final determined by Eversource.  So we will have to

 14  work with them in their final engineering space to

 15  define that.

 16       MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  Thank you.  One other feature

 17  of the road, I am not sure if it is going to be

 18  installed; are there any need for water bars or drainage

 19  swales on either side of the road?

 20       MR. KOCHIS:  No water bars or diversion swales are

 21  proposed for the access road between the onsite wetland

 22  and Oil Mill Road.

 23       MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  Thank you.  Now for the

 24  elevated logging road crossing that exists today, it

 25  crosses right by vernal pool three, in the consideration
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 01  of the initial petition by the Council, GRE stated that

 02  it would evaluate the suitability of the crossing for

 03  potential project use.  So was there any evaluation done

 04  of this existing elevated crossing to date?

 05       MR. KOCHIS:  Steve Kochis here, we have evaluated

 06  that crossing.  In combination, due to the fact of how

 07  it was constructed and the proximity to the wetlands, we

 08  have previously committed to not using that wetland

 09  crossing as our primary site access, and the plans will

 10  be revised to go across the utility right-of-way in a

 11  different location further to the north that will not

 12  involve the wetland crossing.

 13       MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  I don't think I clearly heard

 14  you.  You said it was evaluated and determined that it

 15  was not suitable; is that correct?

 16       MR. KOCHIS:  In combination of the construction of

 17  it, as a timber haul road and due to the proximity to

 18  the wetlands, it was determined that it would be

 19  beneficial to have an ulterior site access farther to

 20  the north which does not cross that wetland.

 21       MR. MERCIER:  Thank you.  Now referring to site

 22  plan 4.0, I believe you are going to be following the

 23  route of the existing logging road that extends along

 24  the east side of the wetland; is that correct?  And then

 25  it will turn to the north into the little northern solar
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 01  field area; is that correct?

 02       MR. KOCHIS:  Steve Kochis again, referring to site

 03  plan C-4.0, there's a turnaround currently proposed

 04  immediately to the south of basin one.  The intent will

 05  be to revise the plans to have a new road come to the

 06  southeast from that turnaround perpendicular across the

 07  right-of-way and connect to the road that is already

 08  proposed in that area on the other side, on the east of

 09  the right-of-way.

 10       MR. MERCIER:  Yes.  Thank you.  Staying with that

 11  site plan, I see how the proposed access road will go

 12  around the vernal pool to the north and then around

 13  basin one to the north and then will go to the

 14  cul-de-sac to the south and then cross the right-of-way

 15  as you sit.  Now looking at that proposed access road on

 16  the west side of the wetland, do you plan to use this

 17  configuration that is shown or are you going to

 18  straighten out the curves and potentially remove it from

 19  the 100-foot buffer zone around that wetland?

 20       MR. KOCHIS:  It is currently -- this is Steve

 21  Kochis again -- it is currently proposed to keep the

 22  road as currently shown on the west side of the wetlands

 23  and to reuse the existing road in that area.

 24       MR. MERCIER:  What is the state of the existing

 25  road?  Is it a logging, grassy logging path or is it a
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 01  gravel-type road?

 02       MR. KOCHIS:  Steve Kochis, again.  It is more of a

 03  grassy logging road, currently.

 04       MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  It is possible just to move it

 05  away from the 100-foot buffer along the east side --

 06  excuse me -- the west side of that wetland?  Just

 07  realign the road and maybe straighten it out?

 08       MR. KOCHIS:  It is possible.  It would just have to

 09  be investigated further and some minor regrading might

 10  be necessary of the existing slopes to make that happen.

 11       MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  Thank you.  Now for the

 12  right-of-way crossing, would there need to be any

 13  approval from Eversource to go across the right-of-way

 14  extending south from the basin one area?

 15       MR. LA MARCHE:  This Jean-Paul.  We do have to work

 16  with Eversource on approval for crossing their

 17  easements.

 18       MR. MERCIER:  Have you had any preliminary

 19  discussions regarding this issue with Eversource?

 20       MR. LA MARCHE:  We have.

 21       MR. MERCIER:  And were they receptive or is there

 22  some kind of issue that has to be resolved regarding

 23  clearance requirements?

 24       MR. LA MARCHE:  They were receptive.  We have not

 25  had that conversation in a significant amount of time.
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 01  But there are no known issues to my knowledge at this

 02  time.

 03       MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  Thank you.  Now going back to

 04  the vernal pool area, vernal pool three which we just

 05  talked about by the elevated road crossing, referring to

 06  the response to Council interrogatory 15, I asked about

 07  the vernal pool envelope and critical terrestrial

 08  habitat pre and post development.  And just trying to

 09  determine, was the analysis done just for the property

 10  itself or did those, did the critical terrestrial

 11  habitat figure extend onto the adjacent property?  Did

 12  you can limit the analysis just to the onsite property

 13  itself or, you know, in some cases these buffers extend

 14  to, onto adjacent properties.  I was wondering if those

 15  figures included the adjacent properties also.

 16       MR. KOCHIS:  This is Steve Kochis again.  I do not

 17  believe those figures included adjacent properties.  The

 18  limit of the vernal pool study was on the target site.

 19       MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  Thank you.  Were the logged

 20  areas within the critical terrestrial habitat and the

 21  vernal pool envelopes considered as disturbed or was

 22  your post development analysis only in relation to the

 23  solar field itself?

 24       MR. KOCHIS:  The areas that were marked as the

 25  areas that have been disturbed by the timber harvest
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 01  were considered to be disturbed for the sake of the

 02  existing and proposed disturbance numbers.

 03       MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  Now, do you have any numbers

 04  that would just give the disturbance in relation only to

 05  the solar field itself, leaving the logged areas as

 06  nondisturbed?

 07       MR. KOCHIS:  We do not have any figures of that, at

 08  this time, but we could prepare that.

 09       MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  The only reason I ask is

 10  because the initial analysis done back in 2018, I

 11  believe, that was in response to, I don't have that

 12  information in front of me -- but in any case, it was

 13  done that the, only the solar field itself was

 14  considered the disturbed area and not any forested or

 15  currently logged areas.  So I just wanted to have the

 16  numbers that were consistent.

 17       MR. KOCHIS:  Okay.  We can commit to preparing

 18  those numbers.

 19       MR. MERCIER:  Thank you.

 20       MR. KOCHIS:  Also just like to say, put on the

 21  record -- this is Steve Kochis -- I was the one that put

 22  the sign up at the site and I was also the one that

 23  edited the sign when the public hearing needed to be

 24  rescheduled.  The original sign was put up on June 9th,

 25  and the sign was updated on June 26th, and I was there
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 01  for both times.

 02       MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  Thank you very much.  Now

 03  referring to Council interrogatory 42, and this talks

 04  about the storm water basins that were in proximity to

 05  vernal pool three.  Now I understand that the two

 06  basins, I think it is basin one and basin 16, are going

 07  to be designed as pond type basins, and that way they

 08  will hold water in the spring.  And although you, the

 09  response states, they are unlikely to act as decoy

 10  pools, this possibility does exist; is that correct?

 11       MR. KOCHIS:  Do you have a response to that?

 12       MR. SHAMAS:  This is Jeff Shamas.  I am sorry,

 13  could you just repeat that question?

 14       MR. MERCIER:  Yes.  I believe that basin one and

 15  basin 16 are designed as pond type storm water basins in

 16  that they hold water typically in the spring, according

 17  to your response.  And although the response states that

 18  the two basins may not act as decoy pools, that

 19  possibility does still exist, correct?

 20       MR. SHAMAS:  It is feasible that they could act

 21  that way -- yes.

 22       MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  Thank you.  Now, of the two

 23  basins, is it more likely that spotted salamander would

 24  use storm water basin one as a decoy vernal pool, given

 25  that it is only 280 feet from the vernal pool, whereas
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 01  basin 16 is slightly more uphill and over, across an

 02  Eversource right-of-way?

 03       MR. SHAMAS:  Depends on their migratory path, to

 04  answer that.  But, you know, I would say not necessarily

 05  that the closer it is could be, but if it is in the

 06  migratory route of the specie, yes, it could.

 07       MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  Thank you.  Now, in the event

 08  that they do act as decoy pools, would GRE be willing to

 09  develop a post-construction monitoring protocol for

 10  those two basins to assess the potential for decoy pool

 11  breeding by the spotted salamander?  And if

 12  post-construction breeding is found, could a wildlife

 13  exclusion be installed around the basin to reduce the

 14  potential for the basin to act as a decoy pool?

 15       MR. LA MARCHE:  This is Jean-Paul.  I believe that

 16  we can commit to that.  I don't want to commit to any

 17  specific details, because I don't know what that plan

 18  includes, but in concept we can work to develop that.

 19       MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  Thank you.  Now referring to

 20  the DEEP letter, dated February 29th, 2020 in regard to

 21  the Easter Ribbon Snake, does GRE intend to employ the

 22  protected measures that are listed in the letter?

 23       MR. LA MARCHE:  This is Jean-Paul.  We intend to

 24  employ the protective measures that are included in the

 25  management plan that VHB prepared, as well as what was
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 01  provided to DEEP for their concurrence.  I don't know if

 02  Steve or Jeff if you can confirm that that is the same

 03  as the DEEP letter.

 04       MR. KOCHIS:  This is Steve.  I can hop in.  The

 05  proposed conservation measures for the Eastern Ribbon

 06  Snake that were recommended by DEEP were incorporated

 07  into our revised site plan that was provided to CT DEEP

 08  as part of our storm water permit application.  Those

 09  plans can be provided to the Siting Council after this

 10  hearing.

 11       MR. MERCIER:  Do the plans include any type of an

 12  environmental monitor to do any inspections for snakes,

 13  such as, you know, prior to the commencement of

 14  earthwork in areas up to 300 feet from the wetland?

 15       MR. KOCHIS:  This is Steve, again.  I would have to

 16  check on that and get back to you on that answer and the

 17  specific details of what is included in the plans.

 18       MR. MERCIER:  If there is no provision for a

 19  monitor to those plans, would GRE be accepting of having

 20  a monitor to inspect areas that are within 300 feet of

 21  the wetland prior to the commencement of construction?

 22       MR. LA MARCHE:  This is Jean-Paul, we are okay

 23  working on a monitoring plan.

 24       MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  Thank you.  In the petition

 25  attachment one, there was a US Fish and Wildlife letter
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 01  dated September 17th, 2019.  It stated that the project

 02  site was within the range of the Northern Long Eared

 03  Bat, but no critical habitat was identified in the area

 04  and no known roost trees were found.  Based on this

 05  document, does the petitioner have to take any further

 06  action or submit any additional information to the U.S.

 07  Fish and Wildlife Service?

 08       MR. SHAMAS:  This is Jeff Shamas.  At this time,

 09  no, there is no intent to have to submit anything back

 10  to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife.

 11       MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  So there is no requirement,

 12  not an intent, right?

 13       MR. SHAMAS:  Correct.  There is no requirement.

 14       MR. MERCIER:  Got it.  Okay.  For the U.S. Fish and

 15  Wildlife Survey -- excuse me -- Service, have

 16  recommended tree clearing restrictions for the Northern

 17  Long Eared Bat in Connecticut?  And if so, did they

 18  specify those restrictions for this site?

 19       MR. SHAMAS:  This is Jeff Shamas.  We have not

 20  received any of those types of requirements.

 21       MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  Thank you.  Moving on to

 22  Council interrogatory number 40, this pertains to the

 23  dam safety question.  Now I understand that no one from

 24  DEEP Storm Water asked GRE to reach out to the dam

 25  safety division, but was there any examination of
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 01  criteria that defines a dam for the storm water basins

 02  on site?

 03       MR. KOCHIS:  This is Steve Kochis, again.  There

 04  was no specific examination into the status of the storm

 05  water basins to be classified as dams.  However, I am

 06  familiar with the dam safety regulations and they are

 07  unclear about what needs to be classified as a dam.  So

 08  you would typically have to go through their process to

 09  determine what is a dam and what isn't, and it is not

 10  readily available information.

 11       MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  Well, does GRE intend to meet

 12  with the Dam Safety Division?

 13       MR. KOCHIS:  GRE -- sorry I'll -- sorry, this is

 14  Steve Kochis.  GRE is going through the CT DEEP Storm

 15  Water Permit Application and we will go through all the

 16  divisions that are required to go through to achieve

 17  that storm water permit.

 18       MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  So I, you are, so you are

 19  going to meet with the Dam Safety Division then,

 20  correct?

 21       MR. KOCHIS:  If we are requested to -- this is

 22  Steve, again -- if we are requested to by CT DEEP Storm

 23  Water staff.

 24       MR. MERCIER:  Based on your experience, do they

 25  typically referred you to that division for certain
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 01  projects?

 02       MR. KOCHIS:  Steve, again.  Based on my

 03  experience, in the past, they have not referred projects

 04  through the dam safety program.  However, very recently

 05  they have been.  This would come only in the last month

 06  or two since COVID regulation haves changed their

 07  preapplication format.

 08       MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  Thank you.  Now just referring

 09  to site plan C-4.6.  There is storm water basin four.

 10  It is a pond-type basin near the eastern side of the

 11  site and it shows, the site plan there shows a gravel

 12  road leading directly downhill to a gate just above the

 13  basin.  Now, given the orientation of the gravel road

 14  and the slope exceeding 50 percent of part of this road,

 15  is there any concern of storm water flowing downhill

 16  generally on the impervious gravel road and potentially

 17  causing road erosion and depositing sediment into the

 18  basin?

 19       MR. KOCHIS:  Steve Kochis, again.  It is feasible

 20  that this road could create erosion, however, a swale

 21  specifically to protect against that has been proposed

 22  as proposed swale 4.1 on the downhill side of that road,

 23  which will carry any sediments there.

 24       MR. MERCIER:  Is there any other type of road

 25  surfacing material that can be used in this area, such
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 01  as grass pavers, which I have seen at some sites?  Just

 02  to reduce the amount of potential erosion and flooding

 03  from vehicles using it?

 04       MR. KOCHIS:  There are definitely alternatives that

 05  are feasible to be to used, which could alter the

 06  performance of the site.  So we could look into, into

 07  that for specific areas of the site.

 08       MR. MERCIER:  When you say alter the performance of

 09  the site, what do you mean by that?

 10       MR. KOCHIS:  By that I mean, as you eluded to, the

 11  chance that sediment erosion may happen in specific

 12  areas.

 13       MR. MERCIER:  And just looking at the fence

 14  alignment that kind of surrounds the road as it descends

 15  in the turnaround and there's a gate, is there any need

 16  to have a fence in that location, or can you just move

 17  up the hill to where the corner of the solar field is?

 18       MR. KOCHIS:  This is Steve, again.  I believe the

 19  fence can be changed in that location as you requested

 20  without any significant project impacts.

 21       MR. MERCIER:  Thank you.  Now referring to the

 22  petitioner's response to Council's set to interrogatory

 23  43, this had to do with solar panels within 200 feet of

 24  identified wetlands.  If the solar field was

 25  reconfigured and the two identified areas in the
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 01  response, so that no panels are within 200 feet of the

 02  identified wetlands, could the storm water basins in

 03  these two areas be relocated to create a larger

 04  undisturbed buffer to nearby wetland?  That would be

 05  basin five and six and the eastern portion of the site

 06  and basins 12 and 13 on the wester portion of the site.

 07       MR. KOCHIS:  This is Steve Kochis, again.

 08  Regarding basins five and six, they would be challenging

 09  to relocate due to the nature of the topography in that

 10  area.  Those are the areas where the storm water

 11  naturally channelizes, so placing the basins in

 12  (inaudible) not able to capture all of the runoff from

 13  the project area.  Regarding, it is the same, that is

 14  the same situation with basins 12 and 13, as well.  They

 15  are placed in areas where storm water naturally

 16  channelizes prior to leaving the development.  So it

 17  would be a bit challenging to relocate those basins and

 18  have them be just as effective as they are currently

 19  proposed.

 20       MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  For basins 12 and 13, I see

 21  there is, you know, grading just above them.  And if you

 22  remove the panels, you just can't move them up the hill

 23  slightly and regrade the area just above the relocated

 24  portion to make sure the water drains into them?  It

 25  just seems like those basins potentially could be moved
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 01  back from the wetland area?

 02       MR. KOCHIS:  It is something we can certainly look

 03  into.  12 happens to have a natural swale that have,

 04  that exists discharging from the east to the west into

 05  the basin.  And 13 is located in a natural low spot.  So

 06  relocating the basins would just be moving them away

 07  from those existing features, is the only issue with

 08  that.  But we can look at that.

 09       MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  Thank you.  Now referring to

 10  the response to Council interrogatory 46, in set two, it

 11  discusses the design details of several infiltration

 12  basins.  And just to clarify the response, does the DEEP

 13  Storm Water Division examine the construction details of

 14  storm water basins when you submit the general permit?

 15       MR. KOCHIS:  This is Steve Kochis.  Yes, they do

 16  review the design details of storm water basins.

 17       MR. MERCIER:  And with that, do they examine the

 18  sub surface information provided with the request for

 19  general permit?

 20       MR. KOCHIS:  This is Steve, again.  CT DEEP does

 21  consider the geotechnical investigations as part of the

 22  review of storm water basin design.

 23       MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  So in this case, for basins

 24  three, five and 10, which are the infiltration basins,

 25  DEEP Storm Water will be the entity to determine if the
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 01  basins are designed properly, correct?

 02       MR. KOCHIS:  I believe that is the anticipation,

 03  yes.

 04       MR. MERCIER:  Just because in the initial response

 05  to this question it basically said the Council would

 06  have that responsibility, so I am unsure why that

 07  statement was made if DEEP Storm Water are the ones that

 08  would review it and approve it as part of the general

 09  permit.  I don't know if you have any comment on that.

 10       MR. KOCHIS:  I think the intent of that is, is

 11  suggesting that if the Council had a wish that the

 12  basins should be redesigned, the petitioner would be

 13  amenable to doing so.  And on a completely separate

 14  track, we will also be working with CT DEEP on the storm

 15  water permit and incorporating their comments in the

 16  project, as well.

 17       MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  Thank you.  Now, regarding the

 18  storm water calculations that were provided in Appendix

 19  B.  The model preexisting conditions, was woods in fair

 20  condition.  And I am just trying to determine why, what

 21  criteria was used to determine that woods in fair

 22  condition as the appropriate one to use for the

 23  calculation?

 24       MR. KOCHIS:  This is Steve Kochis, again.  The

 25  selection of, woods, fair, was used based on a review of
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 01  the site as a whole.  Obviously we did not have the

 02  benefit of seeing what the site looked like prior to the

 03  timber harvest being performed by the landowner.  But in

 04  an effort to be more conservative, we assumed a, how the

 05  site would have looked based on the portions of the site

 06  that were not affected by the timber harvest and assumed

 07  a land cover that the timber harvest, in the event that

 08  the timber harvest had not been performed, and we were

 09  aiming to be conservative in doing so.

 10       MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  So what you are stating is, by

 11  modelling the entire site as woods in fair

 12  condition, that is more conservative than woods in good

 13  condition?

 14       MR. KOCHIS:  No. But it is more conservative than

 15  modeling the site as having approximately 50 or 60 acres

 16  of which have had their trees cleared for timber

 17  harvest.

 18       MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  So what you -- okay.  So you

 19  wouldn't say, you know, a certain percentage of the site

 20  is in good condition the other percent is in fair

 21  condition; you are stating that that is not

 22  representative of the existing conditions and flow

 23  paths?

 24       MR. KOCHIS:  So our analysis of the portions of the

 25  site which were not cleared by the timber harvest was
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 01  that it exhibited most closely a woods fair condition.

 02       MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  What is that, exactly?

 03       MR. KOCHIS:  That assumption was made based on the

 04  land cover, the general rockiness and the amount of

 05  underbrush and the spacing of the trees.

 06       MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  So the nontimbered areas,

 07  which actually are shown on site plan 5.0, you are

 08  stating the land cover there is poor, the forest is in a

 09  poor state, fair state because probably poor soil?

 10       MR. KOCHIS:  That is correct.  It is generally tied

 11  to the underbrush.

 12       MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  Thank you for clarifying that.

 13  Okay.  For, talk about clearing for a second.  Now I

 14  understand you already discussed this project with DEEP

 15  Storm Water and the initial construction sequence,

 16  including clearing and grubbing of the site with

 17  subsequent seeding prior to the winter months and then

 18  construction would proceed in the following spring.

 19  Now, just to be clear, this initial phasing schedule was

 20  not a DEEP Storm Water Division requirement for this

 21  project, or was it?

 22       MR. KOCHIS:  This is Steve, again.  I wouldn't call

 23  it a requirement, but it was requested of us to clear

 24  the site and allow it to go through a growing season

 25  prior to construction.
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 01       MR. MERCIER:  Have you had any subsequent

 02  discussions with DEEP regarding the potential schedule,

 03  given that it most likely won't be able to be cleared or

 04  seeded this year if this site was approved?

 05       MR. KOCHIS:  JP, do you have any thoughts on that?

 06       MR. LA MARCHE:  No, I have not had any further

 07  conversations with DEEP on that schedule.  It's, it's a

 08  little bit of a challenge in that between when we had

 09  these initials conversations and now the world has

 10  changed quite immensely and our schedules have had to

 11  change, as well, and because of that we have not created

 12  or requested finalized schedules for the clearing,

 13  grubbing and reseeding.  We do fully intend to maintain

 14  that concept once we do have visibility into approval

 15  time frame and when we are able to move forward.

 16       MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  Thank you.  Now, just in

 17  general, I understand that you are not sure of the

 18  phasing, but how would site phasing proceed in that, you

 19  know, when you start the logging operation, are you, do

 20  you plan to use the existing logging roads and the

 21  elevated crossing for that activity or are you going to

 22  construct a new access road around the wetlands, as we

 23  talked about previously?

 24       MR. KOCHIS:  This is Steve Kochis, I believe the

 25  anticipation would be that any access roads, permanent
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 01  access roads would be constructed as early as possible

 02  and we would not intend to use the existing haul road

 03  for the purposes of clearing the site.

 04       MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  So any clearing necessary for

 05  the road, new roads you are going to establish, you will

 06  take care of and then hold off for the rest of the site

 07  until the roads are established, that would not serve

 08  the site when it is done?

 09       MR. KOCHIS:  The intent -- this is Steve, again --

 10  the intent will be to construct those roads as early as

 11  feasible and use them to the maximum extent possible.

 12  Just by the nature of construction, I don't believe we

 13  can commit to using that 100 percent of the time as they

 14  will have to get to certain areas in certain ways.

 15  But, the intent will be to use those roads as early and

 16  as often as possible.

 17       MR. MERCIER:  Now, once the grubbing and logging is

 18  complete, the phasing include 10 acres increments, such

 19  that you work an area with grading and installing

 20  racking, and then you move onto the next area, or how

 21  would the phasing proceed once you want to start with

 22  the main areas of the solar field?

 23       MR. KOCHIS:  This is Steve.  The way the project is

 24  proposed to be phased is that all the tree clearing and

 25  the road installation and the installation of the
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 01  erosion control measures, including all of the temporary

 02  sediment traps and silt fence, will be installed in the

 03  first phase of the project.  And then any portion of the

 04  site that we are disturbing for construction will fall

 05  within a protected erosion control zone.

 06       MR. MERCIER:  Right.  But how would you divide up

 07  the actual site into sections where you are installing

 08  racking and driving posts, things of that nature?  Are

 09  you going to work north to south in certain increments,

 10  10 acres or 15 acres or five acres, or are you going to

 11  work in different areas at the same time?

 12       MR. KOCHIS:  I believe -- this is Steve, again.

 13  And I believe the intent will be, most likely, to work

 14  from south to north, as far as the rack construction.

 15  The first thing that will happen will be that the posts

 16  are driven in, then within a couple of weeks of that

 17  happening, in that, in those same areas, the tables for

 18  the solar panels will be installed on those piles and

 19  then the last thing that will happen is that panels are

 20  installed on the tables, in a three phase, sort of,

 21  construction way, moving, moving in one direction on the

 22  site.  I do not believe it is anticipated to work in

 23  multiple locations on the site at one time.

 24       MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  How would stabilization of the

 25  disturbed areas proceed, and as construction proceeds.
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 01  You know, once you grub the site, are you going to have

 02  the entire site, are you going to have the entire site

 03  pretty much disturbed, so how are going to stabilize

 04  that area?

 05       MR. KOCHIS:  The intent will be to use erosion

 06  control blankets and hydro seed with tackifier, which is

 07  a CT DEEP approved method for temporary stabilization.

 08  And we will be looking to do that as soon as we can once

 09  the racks are installed, we will be there to hydro seed

 10  the site.

 11       MR. MERCIER:  So as racking proceeds and there is

 12  equipment driving up and down the row areas, I'll call

 13  them, you know, the soil disturbance, are you going to

 14  hydro seed in increments?

 15       MR. KOCHIS:  That is correct.

 16       MR. MERCIER:  Okay.

 17       MR. KOCHIS:  The hydro seeding will follow the rack

 18  installation.

 19       MR. MERCIER:  Gotcha.  Thank you.  And so once you

 20  want to install the panels, would you have to hydro seed

 21  again because there is equipment and vehicles driving up

 22  and down the road areas installing panels?

 23       MR. KOCHIS:  This is Steve, again.  By the

 24  construction sequence, we committed to hydro seeding

 25  that as necessary for areas that are redisturbed.
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 01  However, it's also not anticipated that that heavy

 02  equipment is going to be used to install the panels once

 03  the tables are up.  They are typically installed by

 04  using pick-up trucks and they are installed by hand.  So

 05  it is not the same level of equipment once the tables

 06  for the panels are up.

 07       MR. MERCIER:  Okay.

 08       MR. KOCHIS:  However, we will reseed as necessary.

 09       MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  Thank you.  Now as you

 10  discussed before, some of the nonlogged areas, you know,

 11  had probably exposed bedrock and ledge and, you know,

 12  shallow soils to bedrock.  And actually it is shown

 13  pretty much on site plan BS1, in the Appendix A, on the

 14  site plans.  How will construction occur in these areas?

 15  You are going to have pretty much exposed rock, how are

 16  you going to control water or anything that is flowing,

 17  you know, off these hard surfaces to adjacent areas if

 18  there is really no soil that is usable to have seed

 19  grow?

 20       MR. KOCHIS:  This is Steve, again.  The intent will

 21  be to the maximum extent possible to use the onsite

 22  stone and crush it onsite and use that stone where we

 23  can for access roads and for rip rap stabilization

 24  areas.

 25       MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  So for the bedrock areas where
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 01  you are going to install the posts, you are going to

 02  tear some of that up and use it elsewhere, is what you

 03  are stating, correct?

 04       MR. KOCHIS:  This is Steve, again.  For some of

 05  these areas, that is correct.  It is going to vary by

 06  area to area, as far as the level of rock removal and.

 07       MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  I guess my question is, how

 08  are you going to promote seed growth in these areas that

 09  have shallow soils or actually exposed bedrock, you

 10  know, to cut down on water flowing from the hard

 11  surfaces to softer surfaces that could erode?

 12       MR. KOCHIS:  This is Steve, again.  This was kind

 13  of something that has, that has been discussed with CT

 14  DEEP to date.  And the intent is that we will be

 15  monitoring the site for vegetative growth as is required

 16  for the storm water, the CT DEEP Storm Water General

 17  permit process and we will have to work to find

 18  solutions for the areas that, that were not achieving

 19  the vegetative growth that will be required as part of

 20  the CT DEEP Storm Water General Permit.

 21       MR. MERCIER:  In these areas, if some of the

 22  perimeter areas on the east side of the site are exposed

 23  ledge, that is shown that site plan BS1, how would a

 24  permitter controls be installed there, erosion fencing

 25  and things of that nature?
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 01       MR. KOCHIS:  For the areas of the site where the

 02  perimeter fencing is installed, we don't, they don't

 03  have to be installed to have particular concern that

 04  will be able to get the silt fence in.  And then

 05  furthermore, on fairly extensive geotechnical area of

 06  the storm water basins, and then to bring in the bedrock

 07  and ledge in those areas, and we designed the basins to

 08  stay out of them.

 09       MR. MERCIER:  Thank you.  I understood the basin

 10  part.  Could you please repeat the erosion control fence

 11  installation along the ledge areas, how would that be

 12  accomplished?  Your voice cut out for a moment.

 13       MR. KOCHIS:  Sure.  Sorry about that.  The silt

 14  fence does not need to be installed very deep.  Where

 15  necessary we will remove rock to get the silt fence in,

 16  but we don't anticipate having significant concerns

 17  about being able to get the silt fence in with the rock

 18  where the silt fence is proposed.

 19       MR. MERCIER:  I am just curious how you are going

 20  to install it on the rock.  If you remove the rock,

 21  wouldn't there be more rock under it?

 22       MR. KOCHIS:  We would have to replace the rock with

 23  over burn material.

 24       MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  Thank you for the

 25  clarification.  Thank you, I have no further questions
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 01  at this time.

 02       MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you, Mr. Mercier.  We will

 03  continue with cross-examination of the petitioner by Mr.

 04  Morissette.

 05       MR. MORISSETTE:  Thank you, Mr. Silvestri.  Can you

 06  hear me okay?

 07       MR. SILVESTRI:  I can.

 08       MR. LA MARCHE:  I can hear you, as well, this is

 09  Jean-Paul.

 10       MR. MORISSETTE:  Great.  Thank you.  I am going to

 11  site with Siting Council's first set of interrogatories.

 12  The first interrogatory indicates that the life of the

 13  facility is 35 years.  Does this mean that the panels

 14  themselves will last 35 years, or is there some sort of

 15  repowering that will occur over the period of its life?

 16       MR. LA MARCHE:  Their, I am going to answer this in

 17  a couple of different ways -- this is Jean-Paul -- just

 18  to be as clear as possible.  The initial term of the PPA

 19  contract is 20 years.  We expect afterwards, (inaudible)

 20  in a different manner, therefore the project will

 21  continue on past that.

 22       MR. MORISSETTE:  I am sorry, but you cut out there

 23  for a second.

 24       MR. LA MARCHE:  Sorry.  The initial term of the PPA

 25  is 20 years.  We intend to sell the power on a different
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 01  market after those 20 years.  It may not be 35 years, it

 02  may be a little bit more, it may be a little bit less,

 03  that is an estimate.

 04       In terms of the life of the modules, there is some

 05  uncertainty, of course, in how long they exactly will

 06  last.  The expectation is generally that they degrade at

 07  half a percent a year.  And we assume this linearly.

 08  The module manufacturers will typically guarantee power

 09  output for in the order of 20 to 25 years.  If we are

 10  continuing to sell power after that 25-year period and

 11  there is a decrease in power output that becomes too

 12  problematic, we could consider a repowering, but at this

 13  time there is no expectation of the need to do that.  In

 14  that we expect the modules will last longer.

 15       MR. MORISSETTE:  Very good.  Thank you for

 16  clarifying that.  Okay.  Moving onto number 16 in the

 17  same set of interrogatories.  Is it, is it possible to

 18  provide a revised site plan with your proposed access

 19  roads identified on the plan?

 20       MR. KOCHIS:  This is Steve Kochis.  Yes, we can

 21  provide that.

 22       MR. MORISSETTE:  That would be very helpful.  Thank

 23  you.  Now, moving to the response to number 26.

 24  Now, Connecticut DEEP considers the panels themselves as

 25  being impervious.  And it says here that your design is
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 01  based on the Minnesota public drainage manual as being

 02  conservative.  By being conservative, does, would it

 03  equate to the panels being pervious, or is that, can you

 04  not draw that parallel conclusion?

 05       MR. KOCHIS:  This is Steve Kochis.  So, I think

 06  what you meant was that the panels were impervious, to

 07  be conservative.  So, how we are being conservative is

 08  that the guidance document regarding the construction of

 09  solar arrays prepared by CT DEEP, which is out for

 10  public comment right now, suggests that there is a list

 11  of criteria that you can meet that mean that you do not

 12  have to consider the panels as impervious for the sake

 13  of water quality volume computation.  We meet those

 14  criteria in our site design.  However to be conservative

 15  on top of that, we are using the Minnesota guidelines to

 16  provide water quality treatment, even when the guidance

 17  suggests that we do not have to.

 18       MR. MORISSETTE:  Very good.  That is helpful.

 19  Okay.  Okay.  My next question, and we can probably go

 20  to the stump grubbing map attached to this first set of

 21  interrogatories.  Although my question is not associated

 22  with grubbing, it is really associated with the --

 23  actually, why don't we do this.  Let's go to set, Siting

 24  Council set two, response to number 43.  Okay.  In that

 25  response you say that there is approximately 300 panels

�0053

 01  that can be relocated to increase the buffer to 200 feet

 02  close to storm water basins 12 and 13 and five and six.

 03  This is a two-part question.  Where, if you, in fact,

 04  did that, where would the 300 panels go?  Let's start

 05  there.  Where would the 300 panels be distributed to?

 06       MR. LA MARCHE:  This is Jean-Paul.  I can respond.

 07  We would not redistribute the 300 modules.

 08       MR. MORISSETTE:  Oh, you would not.  So you would

 09  take a derating on the facility?

 10       MR. LA MARCHE:  There would be a potentially minor

 11  reduction in the DC power output by the reduction of

 12  those 300 modules.

 13       MR. MORISSETTE:  Okay.  Okay.  Considering the

 14  wetland two, I think this question is for Mr. Shamas as

 15  to, you know, having those panels close to wetlands,

 16  wetland number two, and not being 200 feet, giving the

 17  value of that wetland, do you see that as a detriment to

 18  the wetland?

 19       MR. SHAMAS:  I don't see it being a detriment to

 20  the wetland.  I see the, we are still maintaining a

 21  buffer to the wetlands and not, and managing the storm

 22  water that is coming off the developed areas.  So I

 23  don't see that being as an adverse impact to those

 24  wetland systems.

 25       MR. MORISSETTE:  All right.  Given that Mr.
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 01  Davidson's function and values of wetland two seem to

 02  indicate that, you know, it was pretty minor

 03  wetland, doesn't appear that having those panels there

 04  would be an impact.  Those are all the questions that I

 05  have at this time.  Thank very much.

 06       MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you Mr. Morissette.  Just

 07  before we proceed, Jean-Paul, I did have a quick

 08  clarifying question for you.  When you say repowering,

 09  what does repowering mean?

 10       MR. LA MARCHE:  Well, I use that same term because

 11  I believe that was what was in the question.  But my

 12  intent there was, you know, it was in relation to

 13  degradation of performance of the solar panels

 14  themselves.  So it would be a targeted approach of

 15  replacing or addressing performance issues on the

 16  modules.  Most likely in trying to predict the future,

 17  it would be using, using new modules, rather than a

 18  repair or anything like that.

 19       MR. SILVESTRI:  Okay.  Thank you for the

 20  clarification.  I'd like to proceed with Mr. Harder for

 21  continued cross-examination.

 22       MR. HARDER:  Thank you.  Just really one question

 23  at this point, and a comment.  Question refers to the

 24  dam safety discussion we had earlier this afternoon.

 25  And I guess it seemed that the answers that were given
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 01  were all along the lines of the old, you look at the dam

 02  safety issues if the storm water people suggested or

 03  directed to.  But that seems like a circuitous route to

 04  take.  Why not just ask the dam safety people directly?

 05  Why not get the answer from the horses mouth?

 06       MR. KOCHIS:  This is Steve, again.  I'll answer

 07  that question.  The best answer I can give there, is

 08  that, you know, we are looking to meet the regulations

 09  and requirements of the Siting Council petition process

 10  and the CT DEEP Storm Water General Permit process.  And

 11  that storm water permit process does not necessarily

 12  require you to go to dam safety.  It is only in their

 13  judgement that they may refer you to them.

 14       MR. HARDER:  Okay.  I guess I understand that.  But

 15  separate from the storm water requirements and the

 16  Siting Council requirements, you may be required to

 17  comply with dam safety requirements.  Whether storm

 18  water staff tell you that or not, I would think the last

 19  thing you would want to find out is well into the

 20  process of construction or operating the system, you

 21  find out that you should have gotten a dam safety permit

 22  and you didn't.  So why not ask them directly?

 23       MR. KOCHIS:  We are amenable -- this is Steve,

 24  again -- we are amenable to talking to dam safety.  We

 25  can do that.
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 01       MR. HARDER:  Okay.  I think that would make sense.

 02  I guess the other thing, like I said, I just had a

 03  comment.  I think it is good that you've, in the revised

 04  petition you pulled back some of the areas on the

 05  southern part of the site from some of the steep slopes.

 06  And I guess this is a kind of application that

 07  highlights some of the overlap between Siting Council

 08  concerns and storm water concerns, storm water permit

 09  requirements.  But I guess I have to say, I am still

 10  concerned about the proximity of parts of the proposed

 11  system and the storm water controls to those areas.  I

 12  am concerned about, you know, in significant storm

 13  events that, you know, sudden large volumes of rainfall

 14  and runoff, you know, being fairly close to the

 15  receiving waters down slope.  Again, recognizing that

 16  you have to get a storm water permit and those

 17  requirements, those issues will be dealt with in that

 18  process, also.  But I have to say, I am still concerned

 19  about that.  And that is all the comments I have right

 20  now.  Thank you.

 21       MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you, Mr. Harder.  We will

 22  continue cross-examination with Mr. Hannon.

 23       MR. HANNON:  So I guess I am going to be the pebble

 24  in the shoe today.

 25       MR. SILVESTRI:  I never looked at you that way Mr.
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 01  Hannon.

 02       MR. HANNON:  Well, they might.  I do have a bunch

 03  of questions.  Starting on page two of the introduction.

 04  There is a comment that says infiltration testing was

 05  performed in the location of the proposed infiltration

 06  basins, and 50 percent of the lowest rate at each basin

 07  was used for the hydrologic modeling.  You also had a

 08  geotechnic engineering company prepare documents, a

 09  Connecticut-based company.  You talked about soil

 10  conditions, geotechnical characteristics, geotechnical

 11  overview, earth worm, pile foundations, roadways, but

 12  yet on Mr. Trinkaus' prefiled testimony, page five, he

 13  states in question 11, parenthesis four, although GRE

 14  has conducted some soil testing in connection with the

 15  reopening of the original position, that testing was

 16  inadequate to capture the soil properties of the site.

 17  Would you care to explain or comment on that?

 18       MR. LA MARCHE:  Steve, can you comment on that?

 19       MR. KOCHIS:  Yes.  This is Steve Kochis.  I believe

 20  we had followed the 2004 Storm Water Quality Manual in

 21  terms of preparing geotechnical investigation that meets

 22  the requirements of the manual for the design of storm

 23  water basins.

 24       MR. HANNON:  I just thought there might be more of

 25  an answer there, but he is basically saying that he

�0058

 01  thinks the testing was done, was inadequate.  I mean, I

 02  don't know if you have got somebody there from the

 03  company that did the geotechnic work, but I would think

 04  that, again, being a Connecticut company they might have

 05  something to say about that.  So I am, I mean, you got

 06  two opposing views here.  I am just trying to get what

 07  your position is, not whether or not you think you

 08  complied with the State standards.  I was just looking

 09  for a little more detail.

 10       MR. KOCHIS:  Yes.  This is Steve.  I understand

 11  your concern.  We do not have a representative of the

 12  firm as a witness today that prepared the boring log

 13  pits.  However, I personally was out there with another,

 14  with soil scientists and did all the storm water

 15  geotechnical investigations.  And as stated, we feel

 16  that they were done in concordance with what the manual

 17  prescribes.

 18       MR. HANNON:  I got some other questions I'll come

 19  back to, as it relates to the geotechnic stuff.

 20       Looking at map C-4.0.  The map shows basin

 21  locations and some site grading.  So what is being

 22  proposed on that map, is that the extent of the proposed

 23  grading on site?

 24       MR. KOCHIS:  This is Steve.  That is correct.  The

 25  grading that is shown on C4.0 is the only grading we are
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 01  proposing on the site.  Generally speaking, the existing

 02  grades are acceptable for construction tolerances and

 03  also for the tolerances of the solar panel equipment.

 04  So we are only proposing to regrade areas that are in

 05  excess of a 15 percent slope.  And the storm water

 06  basins, of course.

 07       MR. HANNON:  Okay.  Do you know, off the top of

 08  your head or somewhere in the documents, what the area

 09  of preconstruction grades, 15 percent and therefore

 10  preconstruction grades in excess of 15 percent?  I am

 11  just trying to get a rough idea as to the percentage of

 12  the area that you are talking about regrading.

 13       MR. KOCHIS:  This is Steve, again.  I don't have

 14  the exact number in front of me.  I could certainly get

 15  that to you.  However, I do know that after we pulled

 16  the project back from some of the steeper slopes around

 17  the perimeter of the project, the area of regrading

 18  which is currently above 15 percent is approximately

 19  five to six acres, which represents less than 10 percent

 20  of the overall project limits.  Once we do that, and

 21  like I said, it is intended to regrade any areas in

 22  excess of 15 percent.  Anything within the project

 23  limits should be under 15 percent, so that would be

 24  effectively zero.  Zero acres.

 25       MR. HANNON:  Okay.  Then an issue was raised a
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 01  little bit earlier regarding the panels and whether or

 02  not they are considered impervious, pervious.  I know

 03  that there were some issues associated with Mr.

 04  Trinkaus' comments about that, but I am just kind of

 05  curious because I thought that DEEP had in their

 06  guidance that panels could be considered pervious if

 07  there were certain criteria met, and I am not sure if

 08  you do or don't meet that criteria, and can you explain

 09  whether or not you do meet that criteria?  I think there

 10  were like four components to it.

 11       MR. KOCHIS:  Yes.  This is Steve, again.  That's

 12  correct.  There, I believe there are four components to

 13  meeting the criteria that allows you to not consider the

 14  panels impervious.  And that is only for the sake of

 15  water quality treatment.  That is not for the purposes

 16  of the grade of runoff attenuation.  And we do believe

 17  that we meet those -- are you looking for me to go that,

 18  through them line-by-line to say how we are meeting

 19  them, is that the question.

 20       MR. HANNON:  Well, again, you know, part of the

 21  issue that may come up later is you have somebody saying

 22  that the panels should be considered impervious.  I

 23  don't think you are treating them as impervious.  You

 24  may have your reasons why, but I think this is going to

 25  end up being a dialogue that we are going to have to
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 01  show why you are taking your position and somebody else

 02  is going to be raising the issue why they are taking

 03  their position.  So I don't know if you want to do it

 04  now or you want to do it later.

 05       MR. SILVESTRI:  Well, from my standpoint -- if I

 06  could interject -- Mr. Hannon is right on line with a

 07  number of questions that I was going to ask you later.

 08  Why don't we do it now.

 09       MR. KOCHIS:  Sure.  This is Steve.  I'll tackle

 10  that issue.  You know, as a professional general, I have

 11  researched how to model these panels.  I have not seen

 12  literature in the State that has suggested that the

 13  panels need to be impervious for the sake of the grade

 14  of runoff attenuation.  But as I noted before, we do

 15  meet the criteria to waive the panels being impervious

 16  for the sake of water quality volume computation.

 17  So, you know, in my experience and to my knowledge, this

 18  project has been designed in accordance with State

 19  regulations on how to model solar panels for the sake of

 20  storm water.

 21       MR. HANNON:  I mean, there may be some other folks

 22  that we, you know, want to follow up on that, too.

 23       Okay.  GRE has conducted soil survey for the site,

 24  that is correct, yes?

 25       MR. KOCHIS:  That's correct.  VHB performed the
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 01  storm water geotechnical investigations for the basin

 02  locations.

 03       MR. HANNON:  And there was also work done to try

 04  and determine the infiltrated capacity of the site and

 05  also as it relates to where certain storm water

 06  management measures were being proposed; is that

 07  correct?

 08       MR. KOCHIS:  That is correct.

 09       MR. HANNON:  Okay.  And DEEP guidelines call for

 10  the reduction of the hydraulic soil group present on

 11  site by one step to account for compaction of soils at

 12  the site resulting in machinery traffic, you know,

 13  things of that nature.  And I know that Mr. Trinkaus

 14  states that with respect to that, it should be two soil

 15  classifications.  So can you please speak to that?

 16       MR. KOCHIS:  Sure.  This is Steve, again.  We are,

 17  as part of the redesign of the project from petition

 18  1347 to 1347A, we have incorporated a one, a loss of one

 19  hydraulic soil group from existing to proposed, in

 20  accordance with the CT DEEP Storm Water Modeling

 21  Guidance.  We have not seen any guidance for the State

 22  that has suggested, that required use of a loss of two

 23  groups, and so we haven't done that on this project.

 24       MR. HANNON:  Okay.  Sort of following along the

 25  lines with the storm water basins; on Mr. Trinkaus'
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 01  submittal page 8, question 12, the multiple types of

 02  storm water basins proposed be GRE are not in compliance

 03  with the design standards in the 2004 manual.  Talks

 04  about four bays, long flow paths from inlet to outlet,

 05  micropools, things of that nature; how do you respond to

 06  that?

 07       MR. KOCHIS:  This is Steve, again.  The response to

 08  that is that we do believe that the site plans were done

 09  in conformance with all state guidance and regulations

 10  for storm water modeling and design and we are going

 11  through the CT DEEP Storm Water General Permit process,

 12  as we responded to Mr. Mercier's questions, for the

 13  specific design of the basins, as well.  And they will

 14  be reviewing those specific designs.

 15       MR. HANNON:  Now, the basins that are proposed on

 16  this plan, are they more for, sort of, general location

 17  and general design and that the material that would

 18  ultimately be submitted for storm water general permit

 19  is much more detailed in scope?

 20       MR. KOCHIS:  Generally, these same plans were

 21  submitted to the CT DEEP Storm Water General Permit.

 22       MR. HANNON:  Sticking on the basin issue, one

 23  example that was given was basin five was an

 24  infiltration basin.  The bottom of the basin is below

 25  the seasonal high ground water table.  Jerry attempted
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 01  to put together some infiltrated practices on the

 02  site, but in reading in a couple of different

 03  locations, I think there was response to Save the Water,

 04  Save the Hills, I think there was question 82, I thought

 05  the comment was that you don't expect to get a whole lot

 06  of infiltration out of the basins so you are not

 07  including any of the infiltration in your calculations.

 08  But if that is the case, why are you proposing to put in

 09  infiltration basins?

 10       MR. KOCHIS:  Sure.  This is Steve, again, it's,

 11  it's a global theme for storm water design in

 12  Connecticut for many reasons to promote infiltration to

 13  the maximum extent possible.  And in my experience, I

 14  found that to be beneficial in site design, as well.

 15  So, we have made, we have taken the geotechnical

 16  investigations that we have done into consideration in

 17  the design of the basins, and to the maximum extent

 18  practicable, have tried to promote infiltration as much

 19  as we can.

 20       MR. HANNON:  Okay.  And then there are also some

 21  sand filters, I guess, that are proposed in some of the

 22  basins.  And again, in reading the response question

 23  82, I think, state, or your response stated that sand

 24  filters screen storm water runoff before collected and

 25  subsequently discharging through an under drain pipe,
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 01  but I didn't see that in any of the designs, where there

 02  any under drain pipes or things of that nature.  And all

 03  I remember seeing are spillways, things of that nature.

 04  So I am a little confused as to where that came from.

 05       MR. KOCHIS:  This is Steve, again.  The sand filter

 06  designs are to be constructed per the detail, on the

 07  details page.  And that is correct.  That the sand

 08  filter designs have generally been proposed in areas of

 09  shallow ledge where we are will not get any infiltration

 10  to serve as a water quality treatment measure.  And the

 11  intent will be to put the under drain out into the

 12  Riprap spillway.

 13       MR. HANNON:  Okay.  And then going back to the

 14  introduction area, page 13.  Says, no tree clearing will

 15  take place within 100 feet of the designated wetlands

 16  except minor selected clearing.  I am assuming that that

 17  is clearing, not grubbing, grading, things of that

 18  nature, but it is just taking down trees associated with

 19  shading issues?

 20       MR. KOCHIS:  This is Steve, again.  I'll respond to

 21  that one.  I believe the answer to that one is that the

 22  selected clearing areas would be very minor areas for

 23  access roads, such as the existing access road, just to

 24  make sure that they are usable and truck traffic won't

 25  hit those trees.  All the tree clearing has been kept
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 01  outside of the 100 foot buffers to wetlands.  So we are

 02  not anticipating any tree clearing within 100 foot of

 03  the wetland.

 04       MR. HANNON:  Now on page 14, you talk about areas

 05  between perimeter fence and limits of clearing received

 06  amidst the native, low lying plants, shrubs and ground

 07  cover.  Has anybody looked at including pollinator

 08  species in that mixture?

 09       MR. LA MARCHE:  This is Jean-Paul.  We intend to

 10  have the seed mixture have flowers that are valuable to

 11  pollinator species.

 12       MR. HANNON:  Okay.

 13       MR. LA MARCHE:  One of the other interrogatories

 14  that were asked of us was, would this, would we work

 15  with the, I believe it was Massachusetts approved

 16  pollinator habitat, and our answer there, too, was that

 17  we intend to follow the guidelines and incorporate as

 18  much as we possibly can, although there are small

 19  aspects that are different between what is correct for

 20  that location and what is correct for this location.

 21       MR. HANNON:  Okay.  Thank you.  On page 17 there is

 22  a paragraph in this that talks about removing snow and

 23  there maybe in some extreme events, you need to remove

 24  it.  But it also talks about module washing is performed

 25  on both a scheduled basis, as well as corrective measure
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 01  if there is a major soiling event, but you don't provide

 02  any details on how you would be cleaning the panels.

 03  Can you please provide some guidance.

 04       MR. LA MARCHE:  Sure.  Typically module are washed

 05  with, I mean, similar to how you would wash windows, but

 06  on a large scale.  It can be done with a water truck,

 07  with a hose, with a wiper.  It is really just an act of

 08  removing debris from the module surface.

 09       MR. HANNON:  Well, I need to go back a little, for

 10  a little clarification.  We wash our windows, we use

 11  cleaners.  It is not water.  So I just want to make sure

 12  you are not using any type of chemicals, cleaner, things

 13  of that nature.

 14       MR. LA MARCHE:  That is correct.  Water only.

 15       MR. HANNON:  Okay.  Moving into some of the maps.

 16  Maps C-3.6.  On the right-hand side, over by the

 17  permanent storm water basin number three.  I can see you

 18  making the corner and there is a number of other areas

 19  like this, I can see you making the corner if you are on

 20  a bike, but I am not sure how you make that turn in a

 21  vehicle.  So, I have seen a number of areas like this on

 22  the site where you have some corners, where there is a

 23  radius.  You got others where at the sharp angle you

 24  could be clipping some of the solar panels.  So I am not

 25  sure that the actual road layout is in area is that
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 01  good.  Just like on page C, for map C-3.7, it is the

 02  same type of thing.  You got a bunch of 90-degree turns,

 03  and I am not sure how equipment is going to make it in

 04  there.  So can you explain that?

 05       MR. KOCHIS:  This is Steve Kochis.  So we do have

 06  some right angles in the gravel access road.  However,

 07  this is a 15-foot wide road and construction vehicles,

 08  or any other vehicles, could use the whole thing when

 09  they are driving around.  So we do believe that they

 10  will be able to navigate the site due to the width, the

 11  actual width of the road.

 12       MR. HANNON:  Okay.  On map C-4.8.  The lower

 13  portion of the site, just above that little cul-de-sac,

 14  it talks about an area to be excavated to enlarge

 15  sediment trap 13A, as depicted.  And to the left of

 16  that, along that, sort of, bottom row of panels, there

 17  is a note, proposed stabilized outlet from sediment area

 18  for sediment trap 13A area.  I mean, are you putting in

 19  a pipe there?  I don't see anything on the plans, other

 20  than a note.  So I am just trying to figure out what

 21  exactly is that you are doing in that area.

 22       MR. KOCHIS:  This is Steve.  The intent for that

 23  area is to use natural depression as a sediment trap,

 24  where the water, water goes today.  That proposed

 25  stabilized outlet will be, is intended to be a Riprap
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 01  spillway of sorts, to allow water to cross the road

 02  without eroding the roadway.

 03       MR. HANNON:  Now is there a chance of collecting

 04  water in that sediment trap area, discharging it to a

 05  single point to create some erosion issues down slope

 06  there.  Because not that far to the east, it looks as

 07  though you are doing a bunch of regrading in that area.

 08       MR. KOCHIS:  Based -- this is Steve, again.  Based

 09  upon the review of the topography and site visits, that

 10  area naturally generalizes today.  So we are not

 11  changing the functioning of that area as a drainage

 12  water course.

 13       MR. HANNON:  Okay.  And then this is sort of a

 14  combination of the maps C-5 series, but also the C-4

 15  series.  In the C-5 series, you explain, at least there

 16  are notes in there, saying that your are proposing to

 17  put in the erosion control blankets on inside slopes of

 18  the storm water basins.  In the C-4 point series, you

 19  are also talking about installing proposed Riprap

 20  armoring in certain areas, are you proposing to put the

 21  Riprap armoring over the erosion control blankets or are

 22  they just going in where there is no armored Riprap?  I

 23  just want to make sure I understand what you are

 24  proposing.

 25       MR. KOCHIS:  This is Steve, again.  The latter that
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 01  you said is correct.  Where we, where we are proposing

 02  the Riprap armoring, it is not going to be proposed to

 03  put erosion control blankets.  So the erosion control

 04  blankets will be in any inside area of the basin that is

 05  not protected by Riprap.

 06       MR. HANNON:  Okay.  Then I may make a suggestion

 07  that you go ahead and correct the notes in the C-5 maps

 08  because that is not what it says.  That is why I had a

 09  question there.

 10       MR. KOCHIS:  We can commit to making that revision.

 11       MR. HANNON:  Yeah, I mean, I don't think it is a

 12  big deal.  I just think it is a good idea to kind of

 13  clarify what is going on in that area.

 14       On map C-5.11, below the basin you have, looks

 15  like, what, 650-foot lengths of compost filter sock

 16  located down there.  That looks like it is in an area

 17  that is outside your scope of work.  So how are you

 18  proposing to get that stuff installed, and is that the

 19  only location that you are proposing to do something

 20  like that outside the scope of work?

 21       MR. KOCHIS:  This is Steve, again.  So those, that

 22  inclusion of the compost filter sock outside of our

 23  limit of work was included on the plans at the

 24  recommendation of CT DEEP through preapplication

 25  meetings with them.  They had particular concerns in
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 01  these couple of areas.  I believe it is that area and

 02  there is also a sheet 5.8, with the compost filter

 03  socks.  The compost filter socks can be installed by

 04  hand.  So we may not be required to take heavy equipment

 05  out (inaudible) --

 06       MR. SILVESTRI:  Mr.  Kochis, we can't hear you, at

 07  all.

 08       MR. HANNON:  You cutoff that last part of your

 09  statement.

 10       MR. KOCHIS:  Can you guys hear me know.

 11       MR. SILVESTRI:  Now we can.

 12       MR. KOCHIS:  Sorry about that.  So, that there is

 13  that area where we are proposing compost filter socks,

 14  outside the limits of work.  We are also proposing it on

 15  sheet 5.8, to the north of storm water basin 13, which

 16  came at the recommendation of CT deep Storm Water staff

 17  during preapplication meetings.  The compost filter

 18  socks can be installed by hand and it will not be

 19  required to take heavy equipment past the limits of

 20  work.  So the amount of disturbance outside the limits

 21  of work to install those compost filter socks, would

 22  only be foot traffic.

 23       MR. HANNON:  Okay.  Thank you.  And actually,

 24  staying on that map page, I did finally find one of the

 25  notices that talks about, and has silt fence backed by
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 01  wood chip mulch berm.  So at least I am getting an idea

 02  of where some of the wood chip berms are, but I am a

 03  little confused in terms of, then you go in and state

 04  there is areas around the project or on the perimeter

 05  where you install e-fence in lieu of silt fence for

 06  drainage path, you are down stream, but in looking at

 07  the details for that e-fence, I mean, that looks to me

 08  more like a wildlife exclusion fence.  Because if you

 09  look at the details, some of them look like if there is

 10  erosion coming down, that's, that isn't going to do much

 11  of anything.  So I am not sure if that is intended to

 12  try to keep wildlife out, because there are some areas

 13  where I am not sure that you are proposing to maintain

 14  other types of erosion control measures, because I

 15  didn't find anything related to the wood chip berm that

 16  you are proposing.  So can you explain the use of the

 17  e-fence and what its intended use is for and verify

 18  whether it is or is not erosion control measure?

 19       MR. KOCHIS:  Sure.  This is Steve, again.  You are

 20  correct in your assumption that the e-fence is pretty

 21  much primarily as a construction barrier and also a

 22  wildlife exclusionary barrier.  The theory behind the

 23  use of that downstream of the storm water basins, is

 24  that the water coming out of the storm water basins in

 25  the sediment traps is clean.  And if we had used
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 01  traditional silt fence in those areas, the silt fence

 02  would be ripped away by the level of water coming out of

 03  the basins.  So the e-fence, having larger holes, will

 04  allow those flows to pass through without damaging the

 05  material and really, that e-fence is only intended to be

 06  a wildlife exclusionary barrier, because it is

 07  downstream of the water quality treatment.

 08       MR. HANNON:  Then sort of following up along those

 09  lines, and I just want to verify something.  So I have

 10  seen a couple of notes on the plans, and this is in the

 11  C-5 series, where a couple of notes come up say, silt

 12  fence backed by wood chip mulch berm.  Is it the intent

 13  to use the wood chip mulch berm along the entire

 14  perimeter and then in some areas, in conjunction with

 15  silt fence, and other areas in conjunction with the

 16  e-fence?

 17       MR. KOCHIS:  This is Steve, again.  The intent, we

 18  won't know, the problem is, we won't know exactly how

 19  much wood chip mulch we'll have.  It is going to be tied

 20  to how many trees will be taken down as part of the

 21  project.  The use of the wood chip mulch berm will be

 22  targeted at the most sensitive areas, by looking at it

 23  in the combination of contractor says, is the engineer

 24  of record and the site inspector.  It is not necessarily

 25  to use it around the entire perimeter unless we have the
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 01  luxury of having, you know, wood chip mulch to do so.

 02  And it is not proposed to put the wood chip mulch berm

 03  downstream of the e-fence.

 04       MR. HANNON:  And then if you have areas where you

 05  are not using the wood chip mulch berm, is it your

 06  intent to use just silt fence?

 07       MR. KOCHIS:  That is correct.  It would just be

 08  silt fence.  But furthermore, besides, besides just the

 09  silt fence, almost every area around the perimeter of

 10  the sit is also protected by a drainage swale that will

 11  carry storm water runoff from the project to a sediment

 12  basin.  So the intent is not to rely, in many areas, the

 13  intent is not to rely solely on the silt fence, but

 14  rather to swale the water to a sediment control feature.

 15       MR. HANNON:  Okay.  And then I do have a couple of

 16  questions, I don't know if you are going to be able to

 17  answer them or not, related to the geotechnic overview.

 18  So, for example, the company said they highly recommend

 19  a pile driving program being implemented to confirm the

 20  anticipated difficult pile driving conditions.  Is that

 21  something that the company has thought through?  I mean,

 22  there is a number of reasons why.  They say they

 23  anticipate the piles will likely rotate vertically and

 24  horizontally when they encounter cobbles or boulders, so

 25  that is going to create some issues for trying to
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 01  install the panels.  So have you thought any about that?

 02       MR. LA MARCHE:  I can respond there.  This is

 03  Jean-Paul.  What is typical process is shortly prior to

 04  final construction there will be, the provider, the

 05  manufacturer of the posts, the racking, will support in

 06  driving test piles to determine the exact design

 07  requirements and needs of the foundations that are

 08  driven into the earth.  At that time, we will be able to

 09  know exactly what is required.  There are multiple

 10  options between just simply driven piles of different

 11  thickness and types, as well as the ability to use a

 12  helical screw type foundation if that is required, as

 13  well.

 14       MR. HANNON:  Is there any thought going into,

 15  because as I mentioned earlier, that on this site, you

 16  got some exposed bedrock, things of that nature, are you

 17  talking about the possibility of using a ballast

 18  anywhere on the site, or is that something you haven't

 19  really thought of.

 20       MR. LA MARCHE:  Our expectation at this time is

 21  that we will not need to use a ballast, and that we can

 22  accomplish the foundation need through either driven

 23  pile or helical screw.

 24       MR. HANNON:  Okay.  One of the other issues raised

 25  in the geo report is that the soils on the site are
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 01  frost susceptible, and can exert a heaving force on the

 02  piles.  How are you guys going to address something like

 03  that.

 04       MR. LA MARCHE:  Yep.  Again, the final design of

 05  those piles will come after the test, and the typical

 06  solution is depending on the frost depth, to drive the

 07  piles deep enough that they will be imbedded in the soil

 08  beneath the frost line, therefore frost heave will not

 09  be an issue.

 10       MR. HANNON:  I think that is about all I have right

 11  now.  Thank you.

 12       MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you Mr. Hannon.  We are

 13  pretty close to 3:00 o'clock.  Why don't we take a 15

 14  minute break, come back here close to, say, 3:13, and we

 15  will continue cross-examination at that time with Ms.

 16  Guliuzza.  Thank you.  We will see you in about 15.

 17  

 18         (Whereupon a short recess was take.)

 19  

 20       MR. SILVESTRI:  I have 3:14, and I would like to

 21  resume again with the cross-examination where we left

 22  off.  And this time it would be with Ms. Guliuzza.

 23       MS. GULIUZZA:  Thank you, Mr. Silvestri.  I just

 24  have one quick question for Mr. Kochis.

 25       Mr. Kochis, you indicated early on in your
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 01  testimony that you had updated the sign, and I'd just

 02  like to ask you to identify for the record the manner in

 03  which the sign was updated.

 04       MR. KOCHIS:  Sure.  The physical manner that the

 05  sign was updated was, I printed, I reprinted the new

 06  time and date that the virtual public hearing, and put

 07  it on with masking tape over the original sign.

 08       MS. GULIUZZA:  Thank you, sir.  I have nothing

 09  further, Mr. Silvestri.  Thank you.

 10       MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.  I have a few questions.

 11  Some are going to be follow-ups to what other council

 12  members had asked.  And in no particular order, let me

 13  start with, Mr. La Marche, you mentioned that removal of

 14  the 300 panels would result in a reduction in DC power

 15  output.  Would it also affect AC power?

 16       MR. LA MARCHE:  No.  We would not modify the

 17  inverter sizing or rating or AC output based on that

 18  small reduction in DC output.  And just to further add,

 19  I think we mentioned this in the petition, as well, but

 20  the exact DC wattage of the modules, changes pretty

 21  rapidly as technology evolves.  So we will be using the

 22  highest wattage modules that are available to this

 23  project that work for this project and its design at the

 24  time of procurement.  So we don't exactly know the DC

 25  side until then.
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 01       MR. SILVESTRI:  Okay.  On the topic of panels.

 02  Right now is approximately 415 watts kind of the largest

 03  you could obtain?

 04       MR. LA MARCHE:  That is about the, a realistic

 05  assumption for the market right now, you know, depending

 06  on the exact technology and the manufacturer.  There is

 07  some that are a little higher, some that are a little

 08  lower.  Also depends on supply availability, but that is

 09  realistic.

 10       MR. SILVESTRI:  Okay.  Thank you.  Staying with

 11  panel structure, if you will, are the panels that you

 12  are looking at, would they be free of cadmium telluride.

 13       MR. LA MARCHE:  That is correct.  There is only one

 14  type of module that uses cadmium telluride, and we are

 15  absolutely not using that type of module.

 16       MR. SILVESTRI:  Would that also be the case for any

 17  lead or selenium compounds.

 18       MR. LA MARCHE:  There may be a small amounts of

 19  lead in some of the solder, and I cannot speak to

 20  selenium.

 21       MR. SILVESTRI:  Okay.  And you said lead would be

 22  in soldered, wire components, that type of thing within

 23  the panel?

 24       MR. LA MARCHE:  It would be within the encapsulated

 25  section of the panel, correct.  The individual cells.
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 01       MR. SILVESTRI:  Okay.  Thank you.  Again, on the

 02  panels, I keep seeing lots of literature and concerns

 03  from various organizations and people on PFAS, P-F-A-S,

 04  Polyfluoroalkyl Substances.  Are those, is that

 05  substance or are those substances in solar panels?

 06       MR. LA MARCHE:  I cannot say that there is no PFAS

 07  in all solar panels, that is too broad of a statement.

 08  We are asking our suppliers to provide that level of

 09  detail so we know exactly what, if there is PFAS in

 10  modules that people are trying to sell to us and we are

 11  targeting using modules that do not include it.

 12       MR. SILVESTRI:  Okay.

 13       MR. LA MARCHE:  Yes.

 14       MR. SILVESTRI:  With that, should PFAS still be

 15  within the panel for whatever reason it may be, would

 16  the suppliers not only give you a composition as to what

 17  is in the panel, but information or analyses as to what

 18  could leach?

 19       MR. LA MARCHE:  That is correct.  There is no

 20  expectation that anything will leach and we are

 21  requesting leach reports or documentation to demonstrate

 22  that.

 23       MR. SILVESTRI:  Great.  When might that information

 24  be available?

 25       MR. LA MARCHE:  Well, it wouldn't be available for
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 01  the specific module that we use for this project until

 02  we finalize that module, dual so I can't say exact time.

 03       MR. SILVESTRI:  And that would also depend on

 04  whether or not the project gets approved or not.

 05       MR. LA MARCHE:  Exactly.

 06       MR. SILVESTRI:  Okay.  Let me turn to Mr. Kochis,

 07  if I am pronouncing your name correct.

 08       MR. KOCHIS:  You are.  That's correct.

 09       MR. SILVESTRI:  Mr. Mercier posed a couple of

 10  questions to you, one of them was the potential of

 11  moving some basins, another was the potential looking at

 12  road, if there were different modifications that could

 13  be done on a road for preventing sedimentation or

 14  runoff, or the like.  One of the things I wrote down on

 15  an answer you provided to both of those, is that, quote,

 16  unquote, we could look at that.  What does, we could

 17  look at that mean?

 18       MR. KOCHIS:  The project team is amenable to

 19  reviewing options and showing a list of options to the

 20  Siting Council as potential alternative for designs.

 21       MR. SILVESTRI:  So in the time that we are together

 22  now and until we come back again, is that something that

 23  you are, quote, unquote, going to look at and provide us

 24  with additional information.

 25       MR. KOCHIS:  We can provide it between the time of
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 01  this hearing and the continued hearing.

 02       MR. SILVESTRI:  Very good.  Thank you.  Off the

 03  wall question, do storm water basins become a breeding

 04  ground for mosquitos?

 05       MR. KOCHIS:  Jeff, do you want to handle that one?

 06       MR. SHAMAS:  Can you hear me?  This is Jeff.

 07       MR. SILVESTRI:  I can, yes.  Go ahead.

 08       MR. SHAMAS:  They can be, yes.  Any ponded water,

 09  whether it is in a bucket or in a basin can be, unless

 10  the water is moving.  It is a simple answer, quick

 11  answer.  I mean --

 12       MR. SILVESTRI:  Okay.  Follow-up to that, then,

 13  could it be a concern, that you would have a breeding

 14  ground or breeding grounds for mosquitos that could

 15  cause, I'll say havoc, somewhere's.

 16       MR. SHAMAS:  I certainly understand the

 17  question, and I can't hypothesize on whether it is going

 18  to cause havoc or be a problem, but it is an area that

 19  is suitable.  And whether they colonize and become an

 20  issue, you know, it's, it is something I really can't

 21  say that.  You know, if this was a basin in a

 22  residential subdivision that is being developed, versus

 23  a solar field, closer to residents, maybe that, there is

 24  certain treatments that I have used before when I was in

 25  environmental planner for a municipality in Connecticut,
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 01  we performed that type of mosquito treatment using these

 02  little donut cakes that are thrown into the water and

 03  deal with the larva.  But I haven't, you know, we

 04  haven't really gone into management for mosquitos on

 05  this.

 06       MR. SILVESTRI:  Just one other question on that

 07  topic.  If you use these donuts or disks or whatever you

 08  want to call them to try to control the population,

 09  could there be residual material that comes off in the

 10  water, either runoff or the basins or whatever have you,

 11  that could cause problems elsewhere?

 12       MR. SHAMAS:  There's certainly restrictions and you

 13  wouldn't want to apply them before a storm event that

 14  could be washing those out before they have dissolved in

 15  the water.  So I'm, I am not a certified pesticide

 16  applicator, so it is probably best answered by someone

 17  maybe who could address that with the end post usage and

 18  quantities that are in that material.

 19       MR. SILVESTRI:  To the best of your knowledge, if

 20  such a material had to be applied, would it have to be

 21  applied by a licensed company?

 22       MR. SHAMAS:  That is a good question.  I can't

 23  recall what the requirement was for the usage of those

 24  cakes.  I would say that, yes, it is.  But I am not 100

 25  percent certain.
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 01       MR. SILVESTRI:  Okay.  All right.  I wanted to go

 02  back to Mr. Kochis.  As a follow-up to what Mr. Hannon

 03  was talking about with the pervious, impervious type of

 04  slopes and materials and that type of thing.  Going back

 05  to your testimony, I have line 18 where you provided an

 06  answer that says, generally they would be considered

 07  pervious because they consist of vegetative surfaces

 08  below the panels, which allow storm water to infiltrate

 09  to the ground, unlike roofs or roads which are

 10  considered impervious.  Do you recall that testimony of

 11  yours?

 12       MR. KOCHIS:  Yes, I do.

 13       MR. SILVESTRI:  Okay.  And then I am looking at

 14  what DEEP has for the Solar Appendix 1 for storm water,

 15  and bear with me on this one, it has a rating impervious

 16  if slopes are greater than 15 percent.  Then it has

 17  slopes are less than 15 percent, a rating is impervious

 18  unless you have an increased stabilization as slopes

 19  increase, provide adequate spacing between rows,

 20  maintain sheet flow, 100 foot water course slash wetland

 21  buffer and the heights of the panel are less than or

 22  equal to 10 feet and there is routine inspections by a

 23  qualified PE.

 24       So, again, going back to what you discussed with

 25  Mr. Hannon, but to try to make things a little bit
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 01  clearer for me, is it possible to answer these

 02  questions?  Do you have, say, increased stabilization as

 03  slopes increase or provide adequate space in between the

 04  rows of the panels?

 05       MR. KOCHIS:  We do.  We have, so the spacing

 06  between the panels is such that there is a larger clear

 07  spacing than the width, than the top down width of the

 08  panel, which meets the criteria effectively.  It is less

 09  than 50 percent ground coverage ratio, which is the

 10  concern of CT DEEP.  So we do meet that criteria, by our

 11  panel layout.

 12       Regarding the stabilization, we are proposing to

 13  use erosion control blankets or hydro seed with

 14  tackifier within 72 hours of grading, as an elevated

 15  stabilization technique.

 16       MR. SILVESTRI:  Now where it says, maintain sheet

 17  flow, how does that apply to your proposed project?

 18       MR. KOCHIS:  So we are not proposing to channelize

 19  any flow, as has been stated prior.  We are not changing

 20  any grades, except the areas that are in excess of 15

 21  percent.  So sheet flow will be maintained as much as it

 22  exists at the site today.  We have also included some

 23  compost filter socks within the array to maintain sheet

 24  flow in specific locations.

 25       MR. SILVESTRI:  And as far as the 100 foot water
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 01  course slash wetland buffer?

 02       MR. KOCHIS:  We are meeting that requirement, as

 03  well.  No portion of the project is within 100 feet of a

 04  wetland, an onsite wetland.

 05       MR. SILVESTRI:  And the height of the panels, less

 06  than or equal to 10 feet.

 07       MR. KOCHIS:  That is correct.  I don't believe, I

 08  am not sure of the exact number, but I believe the

 09  number is nine feet at the top, given the tilt angle of

 10  these panels, but we can confirm that.

 11       MR. SILVESTRI:  And you think nine feet off grade?

 12       MR. KOCHIS:  Yes, that's correct.

 13       MR. SILVESTRI:  Okay.  Then as far as the routine

 14  inspections by a qualified PE, how does that fit into

 15  your proposed project?

 16       MR. KOCHIS:  That fits into our proposed project as

 17  part of the CT Deep Storm Water General Permit, which

 18  requires inspections by either a licensed PE or

 19  certified soil scientist weekly during any periods of

 20  disturbance on the site, until the Notice of Termination

 21  is filed.

 22       MR. SILVESTRI:  Okay.  By weekly, I just take it

 23  once a week, and that satisfies the criteria, or do you

 24  propose something else?

 25       MR. KOCHIS:  The criteria for the frequency of
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 01  inspections by a licensed professional is a minimum of

 02  one per week, but it is also required to go out after

 03  storms of a significant nature so it could result in

 04  multiple exceptions in the same week.

 05       MR. SILVESTRI:  What is the significant nature?

 06       MR. KOCHIS:  I believe it is with, a storm

 07  exceeding one inch, that would trigger an inspection

 08  within 24 hours.

 09       MR. SILVESTRI:  One inch in 24 hours?  One inch in

 10  an hour?

 11       MR. KOCHIS:  One inch in 24 hours.

 12       MR. SILVESTRI:  Okay.  How about deluge events

 13  where you might get, say, three inches in a two-hour

 14  time period.

 15       MR. KOCHIS:  Well, that would certainly qualify as

 16  greater than one inch within a 24-hour period, and would

 17  trigger an inspection from a qualified professional.

 18       MR. SILVESTRI:  How quickly would a qualified PE go

 19  out to inspect in an event that something like that

 20  happened?

 21       MR. KOCHIS:  The requirement is to perform the

 22  inspection within 24 hours of the rainstorm event.

 23       MR. SILVESTRI:  Does that provide adequate time in

 24  case there is something wrong to try to correct it?

 25       MR. KOCHIS:  That is the guidance of CT DEEP, and
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 01  we are deferring to that.

 02       MR. SILVESTRI:  I am kind looking at it from a

 03  practicality standpoint, and I'll tell you why.  A

 04  couple years ago I had a tree come down in the

 05  wintertime, and hit the house, but that is irrelevant to

 06  what we are talking about, but I had to end up getting a

 07  number of, number of truckloads to put in some soil.

 08  And it is on slope, and I went and I got some seed and I

 09  did a really good job with erosion mats, the whole bit,

 10  and we got hit with seven inches of rain in a very, very

 11  short period of time.  And all my dirt and all my seed

 12  kept running off.  And it almost made it out to the

 13  curb, but if I had waited 24 hours, I don't know where

 14  it would have been at that point.  So the point I am

 15  looking at is, I think if you have a situation like

 16  that, that it shouldn't be prudent to wait for 24 hours

 17  before it goes to get inspected, that it should be done

 18  in a very, very short period of time after that might

 19  happen, and I would hope you would agree with that.

 20       MR. KOCHIS:  I agree with that.  And I can add to

 21  my statement before by saying that the inspector, part

 22  of the inspector's job is to monitor the incoming storm

 23  to try to predict when it is going to be a significant

 24  rainfall event.  And on top of the requirements of the

 25  qualified inspector, you will have the contractor out on
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 01  the site who is required, you know, has to sign that

 02  they are upholding the erosion control methods of the

 03  State, as well.  So they will be there full time

 04  inspecting the site, as well, on top of the qualified

 05  inspector.

 06       MR. SILVESTRI:  So there would training and

 07  qualifications for whoever might be working there and

 08  overseeing that?

 09       MR. KOCHIS:  That is correct.  As part of the CT

 10  DEEP Storm Water General Permit, any general contract

 11  who works on the site has to attest that they have

 12  familiarized themselves with the slip that was prepared

 13  for the project prompt and sign that they testified to

 14  uphold to it.

 15       MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.

 16       MR. LA MARCHE:  This is Jean-Paul, I just want to

 17  add that we are also happy to do more frequent

 18  inspections than is required.

 19       MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.  That's kind of the

 20  answer that I was hoping for.

 21       Moving onto a different topic.  Generally speaking,

 22  the topic is temperature.  And I would like to get some

 23  information as to where you feel a temperature change

 24  might arise from, say, precipitation on a hot summer's

 25  day hitting the panels and running off, what you think a
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 01  temperature change might be, how the temperature might

 02  get dissipated, et cetera.

 03       MR. SHAMAS:  This is Jeff.  As far as the exact

 04  temperature change, we haven't had really a study that

 05  indicated what that degree change could be.  But in

 06  looking at how the storm water design is managed, or

 07  designed for the management of the storm water coming

 08  in, is to take those thermal impacts into consideration

 09  in addition to sediment and erosion.  And the amount of

 10  time that it gets to the basin and then reaches,

 11  ultimately, the receiving waters, that that treatment

 12  train, if you will, is, helps in mitigating the thermal

 13  impacts, similarly mitigating the other inputs from

 14  storm water.  The actual temperature and degrees that

 15  could change, as far as, you know, my work, I haven't

 16  modeled that stuff, but the, you know, where that comes

 17  into play is really the storm water management of the

 18  runoff.  And that is, that is where using the State

 19  guidelines that Steve did, and, and is now working with

 20  DEEP, it comes into play, so that the receiving streams

 21  aren't impacted, wildlife isn't impact, fisheries aren't

 22  impacted by sediment and erosion, or temperature.

 23       MR. SILVESTRI:  All right.  So again, I started

 24  with panels.  By now I want to turn to basin.  If you

 25  had your basins that were quite full, for whatever
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 01  reason it may be.  Basins are out there in the hot sun,

 02  the basins are getting warm.  Something happens again

 03  with precipitation that makes your basins either

 04  overflow or somehow discharge, what happens with that

 05  warmer water?

 06       MR. SHAMAS:  The, this is Jeff, again.  Yes, the

 07  water is going to follow the path that we have.  I think

 08  going from those basins they are going to be leaving in

 09  different directions following the natural path and

 10  mixing with the, the rainfall that is hitting, which is

 11  cooler than the stuff that is in the basin already and

 12  then enter and then discharging from those basins, going

 13  through the soils infiltrating where possible or

 14  continuing to runoff, being taken up by the other four

 15  soils on its path to the receiving waters.  So, there is

 16  going to be that initial flush out and that path to the

 17  receiving waters is what is going to help temperate the

 18  water and modify the temperature.

 19       MR. SILVESTRI:  So in a case such as that, what

 20  would be the distance between, say, basin output and the

 21  nearest water body wetland or whatever it might be

 22  discharging to?

 23       MR. SHAMAS:  So, on the plans we have, at closest

 24  point, in particular, Stony Brook, is about 600 feet

 25  from the property line.  It's probably, it's further
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 01  from the actual discharge point of the basins.  And some

 02  of the basin paths to Stony Brook are meandering.  So

 03  vertically, you may have a 600 foot path, but in reality

 04  by the time it gets there in some cases it could be

 05  1,000, 1,100 feet.  So the distances that we have in all

 06  of the literature talks about what is appropriate

 07  riparian buffers to protect against urban storm water

 08  runoff getting to these receiving waters.  And it breaks

 09  it down to headwater streams, larger streams, and they

 10  all talk about minimum of 50 feet, if not 100 feet,

 11  which is, I really don't care for 50 feet.  100 feet is

 12  really what is kind of standard.  Anything beyond

 13  that, is a benefit.  And some of the guidelines and the

 14  documents, Niantic River Watershed, we worked in

 15  coordination with DEEP, have these standard design

 16  standards that they recommended and those design

 17  standards talked about 100 feet for larger streams,

 18  50 feet of riparian buffer for the smaller headwater

 19  streams.  So, we feel that the design is perfectly

 20  appropriate and meets the recommendations that have been

 21  studied through, not only Connecticut, but beyond in all

 22  really talking about 100 foot is an appropriate buffer

 23  for fisheries protection, wildlife habitat and the food

 24  chain.

 25       MR. SILVESTRI:  So you mentioned 600 feet for a
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 01  particular basin, but there is more than one basin on

 02  site, correct?

 03       MR. SHAMAS:  Yes, absolutely.

 04       MR. SILVESTRI:  What would be the impact from other

 05  basins, or distance for other basins.

 06       MR. SHAMAS:  The basin of 600 feet was what I was

 07  saying was closest to Stony Brook.  The others are

 08  further away.

 09       MR. SILVESTRI:  From any other water body?

 10       MR. SHAMAS:  The one that is up to the north

 11  discharges to, not towards Stony Brook, but towards Oil

 12  Mill Brook through an unnamed tributary that goes down

 13  to the road.

 14       MR. SILVESTRI:  And do you know that distance

 15  offhand?

 16       MR. SHAMAS:  Steve, do you know that distance

 17  offhand?  I can't recall.

 18       MR. KOCHIS:  The closest basin we have proposed

 19  onsite to Oil Mill Brook is approximately 3,000 feet

 20  away from Oil Mill Brook.

 21       MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.  And the other ones, is

 22  there impact or potential impact with water bodies or

 23  the like?

 24       MR. SHAMAS:  No, sir.

 25       MR. SILVESTRI:  So I have a 600 and possibly a
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 01  3,000, is that correct?

 02       MR. KOCHIS:  That's correct.  600 is the closest to

 03  any proposed storm water basin, as a horizontal straight

 04  line from Stony Brook.  And 3,000 is the closest the

 05  basin is to Oil Mill Brook.

 06       MR. SILVESTRI:  Okay.  Thank you.  All right.  I

 07  think those are all the questions that I had, but in

 08  general, questions and answers kind of spur more

 09  questions.  So I would like to go back to our Siting

 10  Analyst and our Siting Council members, just to see if

 11  anything else got spurred by the round of question that

 12  we had before we proceed to the Petitioner -- I am

 13  sorry, to the parties and interveners.

 14       So Mr. Mercier, let me ask you first if you have

 15  any additional follow-ups at this time?

 16       MR. MERCIER:  Yes, I do have a couple of additional

 17  questions.

 18       MR. SILVESTRI:  Yes, please do.

 19       MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  The first question has to do

 20  with the condition of the existing forest use from the

 21  storm water modeling that we discussed earlier.  Now was

 22  the fair condition rating for the entire site

 23  specifically discussed with DEEP Storm Water Division in

 24  the general permit preapplication process?

 25       MR. KOCHIS:  The specific use of the existing land
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 01  cover was not discussed with CT DEEP.

 02       MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  In your experience, does the

 03  DEEP Storm Water Division verify existing conditions

 04  data when the general permit applications are reviewed?

 05       MR. KOCHIS:  Yes, this is Steve.  In my experience,

 06  they have absolutely commented upon the selection of

 07  land covers when they don't agree with the selection.

 08       MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  Thank you.  My second question

 09  has to do with Petition Exhibit H, that was

 10  environmental assessment.  On page 10, there was a

 11  recommendation that all site clearing should occur

 12  between October 15th and March 1st to reduce potential

 13  impacts to wildlife.  Now, would GRE be willing to

 14  adhere to this clearing time frame?

 15       MR. LA MARCHE:  I am sorry, I was on mute.  I think

 16  that it a discussion that we can have.  I would like to

 17  have input from Steve and Jeff on if that is, on their

 18  perspective of if that is needed or not, just to have

 19  that discussed.  But even separate from that, it is

 20  definitely something that we can look at as we finalize

 21  our schedule, depending on the other aspects of it, as,

 22  you know, when we get, when or if the project is

 23  approved, the time frame for the reseeding.  All of

 24  that, as well as the clearing, we can incorporate that

 25  into our schedule.
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 01       MR. MERCIER:  Yes.  I anticipated that there might

 02  be a discussion with DEEP Storm Water as to what would

 03  be a more appropriate time frame, if there was a

 04  restriction that might benefit wildlife at the site.

 05  So, thank you.  I have no other questions.

 06       MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you, Mr. Mercier.  Mr.

 07  Morissette, did you have any follow-ups at this point?

 08       MR. MORISSETTE:  Yes.  Thank you.  We talked about

 09  certain criteria that needed to be met to categorize it

 10  either pervious or impervious, and you went through a

 11  laundry list of those criteria and how you met them.  Is

 12  it possible to provide that in writing?

 13       MR. KOCHIS:  Yes, that can be provided in writing.

 14       MR. MORISSETTE:  That would be very helpful.  That

 15  is the extent of my questions.  Thank you.

 16       MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you, Mr. Morissette.  Mr.

 17  Harder, did you have any follow-ups at this point?

 18       MR. HARDER:  No, no follow-up questions.

 19       MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you, Mr. Harder.  Mr. Hannon,

 20  did you have any follow-ups at this point?

 21       MR. HANNON:  No, I am tapped out on that.  But

 22  going back to what Mr. Morissette was asking, I believe

 23  that the information that you are looking for is

 24  attached to the statement that DEEP submitted comment on

 25  this project.  So I think it is already in the file on
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 01  that.  So you may want to check that.  That is all.

 02       MR. MORISSETTE:  Very good.  Thank you.

 03       MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you, Mr. Hannon.  Ms.

 04  Guliuzza, did you have any follow-ups at this point?

 05       MS. GULIUZZA:  No.  Thank you, Mr. Silvestri.

 06       MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.  I have one other one.

 07  There was some concern I saw from parties or interveners

 08  about potential nitrogen loading.  Could you explain

 09  where nitrogen loading might come from from your

 10  proposed project?

 11       MR. SHAMAS:  Tis is Jeff.  Well, nitrogen could

 12  come from, be present in atmospheric precipitation

 13  itself, and is present in runoff.  And is usually

 14  quickly attenuated in basins through infiltration or at

 15  the discharge through soils.  So, I don't know that

 16  there, I don't think there really should be a need or

 17  concern over nitrogen given the distances from our

 18  basins to receiving waters.

 19       MR. SILVESTRI:  Let me ask a quick follow-up, and

 20  I'll probably pose this question, as well, to parties or

 21  interveners, do you think there is a difference between

 22  nitrogen deposition on the property right now, compared

 23  to nitrogen deposition on your proposed project once it

 24  is finished?

 25       MR. SHAMAS:  This is Jeff.  I would say that given
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 01  the condition of the site now and that having the

 02  management measures in place, without, you know, without

 03  doing a pre and post nitrogen modeling calculation, it

 04  would just be a guess, I think, for anyone.  So, you

 05  know, the, that is for the amount coming from the site.

 06  So without the vegetation there, and I think, and post

 07  construction with the kind of the meadow grasses, if you

 08  will, that will be there.  I think there could be more

 09  denitrification post development just from the

 10  standpoint of vegetation.  I know that we are releasing

 11  trees, but the site will still be vegetated.

 12       MR. SILVESTRI:  Okay.  Thank you.  I have no

 13  further questions at this point.  And I would like to

 14  continue cross-examination of the Petitioner by the

 15  town, Attorney Avena, are you ready to go?

 16       MR. AVENA:  Attorney Robert Avena for the Town of

 17  Waterford.  Actually, I just have a couple of follow-up

 18  questions from, from today's cross-examination.  So the

 19  first for Mr. Kochis, I believe.  Could you explain to

 20  me a little more about the timeline and the idea that a

 21  growing season will be observed?  So that I realize that

 22  you don't know the exact schedule, right now.  But what

 23  is the period of time that once you grubbed and cleared

 24  the entire site, I believe, was one of the first steps

 25  and then hydro seeded, then is there an entire period of
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 01  waiting for that to grow in, is that how it works?

 02       MR. KOCHIS:  Yes.  That was what was discussed.  So

 03  the site will be cleared, stabilized, the erosion

 04  control measures will be put up and the entire site will

 05  be hydro seeded, and that will all take place prior to

 06  any development on the site.  The idea, it has been

 07  discussed in interrogatories -- I don't know the

 08  specific numbers offhand -- but the idea was that a

 09  growing season would constitute of, for example, the

 10  spring or fall months where adequate periods of rain

 11  will allow for vegetation.

 12       MR. AVENA:  So it is not really calendar year, it

 13  is more, either the spring growing season or the fall

 14  growing season would have to pass after the hydro

 15  seeding completion and then some period of time to let

 16  it move into a growth pattern until you are ready to go

 17  ahead with each areas construction?

 18       MR. KOCHIS:  That is correct.  That is the idea.

 19  Not necessarily a calendar year.  We were looking at a

 20  season.

 21       MR. AVENA:  The other questions that came up today,

 22  in terms of your work right now that we would understand

 23  that you are busy designing or amending the site plan

 24  regarding the new road access, that whatever we are

 25  looking at right now is not applicable, that there would
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 01  be a new design with cuts and proposed drainage or

 02  whatever, I know there is quite a lot of proclivity out

 03  there.  Is that something you are working on, will we be

 04  seeing that before the next, perhaps the next hearing?

 05       MR. KOCHIS:  Yes, the intent is to get, to file a

 06  revised site plan before the next hearing.

 07       MR. AVENA:  And so, that would include not just

 08  showing the main road now that goes through the wetland,

 09  it is going to show a whole design of how that is going

 10  to go up and around the wetland?

 11       MR. KOCHIS:  That is correct.

 12       MR. AVENA:  All right.  And in regard to, and

 13  again, and I know this has to do with the DEEP

 14  eventually when you go to them, but is there some plan

 15  that you have regarding sedimentation basins versus the

 16  permanent basins, is there, the same location, and do

 17  they act the same, or is there a period of time when you

 18  have to kind of go through one and then plan to present

 19  the permanent basins?

 20       MR. KOCHIS:  The way the plans are designed

 21  today, are that the permanent basins will start as

 22  temporary basins and then will be left in place as

 23  permanent basins.  So they will be constructed early in

 24  the project as temporary sediment traps and basins, and

 25  then be converted to permanent basins.  Effectively, not
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 01  converted, they will be installed as they will be for

 02  the permanent measure up front.

 03       MR. AVENA:  So there would be a time period between

 04  those two, where they were inspected and then any, any

 05  flowage issues during construction, any debris would

 06  have to then be cleared out and getting ready for the

 07  final basin and then implementing a plan in some way

 08  that they will operate as a permanent basin and

 09  permanent filtration?

 10       MR. KOCHIS:  That's correct.  So as part of the

 11  weekly inspections, a weekly inspector will be required

 12  to inform the project team when the sediment basins need

 13  to be cleaned of sediment of debris, in which case, they

 14  will need to be done, I believe, within three days per

 15  the general permit.  And then we also have in the

 16  construction sequence that upon the completion of the

 17  construction and adequate vegetation, that all the

 18  basins will be cleaned prior to the Notice of

 19  Termination and will ensure that they will be acting as

 20  we have intended they will be acting for permanent

 21  features.

 22       MR. AVENA:  And all that that you just described,

 23  that is really part of what you would be presenting with

 24  your permit application and through the DEEP at some

 25  subsequent time in order to get that approval?
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 01       MR. KOCHIS:  That is correct.  All that information

 02  would be included in the CT DEEP Storm Water General

 03  Permit Application, as part of the (inaudible).

 04       MR. AVENA:  And you don't anticipate any

 05  applications for that, I think you were actually waiting

 06  for an approval of this procedure before you would hope

 07  to work on this application?

 08       MR. KOCHIS:  No, we have an ongoing Storm Water

 09  General Permit Application that is open with the CT

 10  DEEP.

 11       MR. AVENA:  And do you have any sense of when the

 12  permanent function of those basins would sort of be in

 13  place?  In other words, would there be any transition

 14  period or would they both act as they are intended to

 15  all during this interim period.

 16       MR. KOCHIS:  It would be the latter.  They would,

 17  they have been designed such that they meet both the

 18  criteria of size and design for temporary sediment traps

 19  and basins and permanent storm water quality features.

 20  So they will be installed once and that will have a dual

 21  purpose of temporary and permanent features.

 22       MR. AVENA:  And so, in the vegetation growth period

 23  in those, in plantings, those have to be scheduled out

 24  so that you are able to do it in the right season to get

 25  those up and growing to be permanent basins, sort of a
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 01  timing issue?

 02       MR. KOCHIS:  That is correct.  I think, I am

 03  drawing off of what Jean-Paul had, how Jean-Paul had

 04  responded in that, the timing of the project, given

 05  COVID and the granting or not granting of this approval

 06  will have an effect on the timing of the construction

 07  and there are PPA requirements and other things in

 08  place, as well.  So the timing will have to be reviewed,

 09  but that will all be a part of our CT DEEP Storm Water

 10  General Permit.

 11       MR. AVENA:  And then, lastly, from sort of the Town

 12  perspective, when you go through the EBET process, and,

 13  you know, we hate to think of the worse scenarios, but

 14  if there was some kind of blowout where you're

 15  basically, you know, running it down and you're

 16  threatening any, the two brooks or the estuary and the

 17  river, is that discussed, at all?  Is there some plan

 18  where you would know how to get into those areas and, I

 19  don't know if you, if it would even exceed your property

 20  boundaries, what you could do in those instances?

 21       MR. KOCHIS:  Well, I do have experience working on

 22  two clean-up sites in the past that we were not design

 23  engineers of, but we were called in as part of the

 24  clean-up process.  So what I can say to that is that

 25  there is no, there is no formula in place of how offsite
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 01  areas will be cleaned.  However, you know, as part of

 02  the weekly inspection process, the inspector will have

 03  to be watching the offsite areas, the part where basins

 04  drain offsite and he will have to make the DEEP aware if

 05  there is erosion issue happening offsite, at which point

 06  the DEEP will probably tell, tell the Petitioner here to

 07  clean, assess those areas and clean them as needed.  And

 08  furthermore, there is also a letter of credit that the

 09  Petitioner has to provide to CT DEEP, which serves as a

 10  surety that if the Petitioner is not willing to clean up

 11  these areas, that CT DEEP will step in and do so on

 12  their behalf with available funds.

 13       MR. AVENA:  Thank you.  That is all the questions

 14  that we have right now.  Thank you.

 15       MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you Attorney Avena.  I would

 16  like to continue the cross-examination of the Petitioner

 17  by Save the Rivers, Save the Hills.  Attorney

 18  Gianquinto, you ready to go?

 19       MS. GIANQUINTO:  I am.  Thank you, Mr. Silvestri.

 20       MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.

 21       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Can everyone hear me okay?

 22       MR. SILVESTRI:  Absolutely.  Yes.

 23       MS. GIANQUINTO:  All right.  Hopefully my dogs will

 24  be quiet.  All right.  I think I would like to stick

 25  with a few of the questions that Attorney Avena was just
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 01  asking, in terms of what happens if things do go wrong.

 02  I understand the letter of credit issue, and if I

 03  understand correctly Mr. Kochis, your testimony is that

 04  there is really no one right way to fix things once they

 05  go wrong, right?

 06       MR. KOCHIS:  That is correct.  It would have to

 07  involve analysis of what went wrong and come up with a

 08  solution of how to fix it.

 09       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  And you have been involved

 10  with remediating two different ground mounted solar

 11  array sites that went wrong in some way?

 12       MR. KOCHIS:  That's correct.

 13       MS. GIANQUINTO:  How long did the remediation

 14  process take for both of these sites?

 15       MR. KOCHIS:  I was on site at each of these sites

 16  for approximately four months.

 17       MS. GIANQUINTO:  And what was your role with

 18  respect to the remediation, were you part of a team,

 19  were you doing this on your own?

 20       MR. KOCHIS:  We were, VHB was hired as the

 21  qualified professional engineer to serve as a full time

 22  construction inspector during the remediation of the

 23  sites.  So we were overseeing all of the clean up

 24  efforts, providing guidance as needed, but there,

 25  everyday watching the contractors fix the problems.
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 01       MS. GIANQUINTO:  So my question, though, is

 02  specific to you.  I understand VHB was hired.  But, you

 03  know, it says on your resume that you were doing this.

 04  Were you part of a team, were you the lead, were you the

 05  only person doing this remediation design?

 06       MR. KOCHIS:  It was a combination of myself and

 07  Jeff Shamas working.  Either me or another professional

 08  engineer was available on site each day.  I probably was

 09  there 80 percent of the days doing it myself,

 10  personally.

 11       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  And how about with respect

 12  to designing this site that we are here for today, I see

 13  this you're senior project engineer, does that mean that

 14  you were solely responsible for those plans, do you have

 15  a team of PE's that work with you, how does that process

 16  work?

 17       MR. KOCHIS:  No.  We, I would be happy to share

 18  that with you.  We have a fairly rigorous quality plan

 19  within VHB.  I am the project manager from VHB for this

 20  project.  I am also the lead design engineer.  However,

 21  we have a team of seven or eight professional engineers

 22  on our land development staff and, you know, I have my

 23  supervisor who acted as my quality control professional

 24  on this project specifically.

 25       MS. GIANQUINTO:  So you have a supervisor who
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 01  reviews your work?

 02       MR. KOCHIS:  That's correct.

 03       MS. GIANQUINTO:  And you have been a PE for 10

 04  years, right?

 05       MR. KOCHIS:  That is correct.

 06       MS. GIANQUINTO:  How long have you been at VHB?  It

 07  looks the, from your resume, there was a lot of

 08  experience that was, that said that is kind of a

 09  qualifier prior to coming to VHB.

 10       MR. KOCHIS:  I have been at VHB for a little over

 11  three years.

 12       MS. GIANQUINTO:  And do you have any experience

 13  with low-impact design or development?  Sorry.

 14       MR. KOCHIS:  I have designed low-impact development

 15  projects in the past, yes.

 16       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Is that during your time at VHB or

 17  before?

 18       MR. KOCHIS:  I would say before my time at VHB.

 19       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Did you incorporate any low-impact

 20  development elements into the design of this site?

 21       MR. KOCHIS:  No.  Low-impact development was not

 22  considered in the storm water management design for this

 23  project, as it is not required by, in the State.

 24       MS. GIANQUINTO:  So you have qualified your answers

 25  a lot, in my mind, during this hearing by saying that

�0107

 01  things are not required by the regulations or aren't

 02  required in the guidance.  There are other sources for

 03  the obligations of a professional engineer, right?  You

 04  have professional standards you need follow and you

 05  follow your professional judgement, as well, when

 06  designing a site, right?

 07       MR. KOCHIS:  That's correct.  We consider it sound

 08  engineering practices, aside from the regulations.

 09       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  So there were a couple of

 10  solar projects that were listed on your CV and one was

 11  in Simsbury.  It looked like it said on your CV that you

 12  were responsible for the design layout and engineering

 13  of that project.  Was that also as part of a team, or

 14  were you the lead on that, how did that work?

 15       MR. KOCHIS:  I was part of a team on that, as well,

 16  which consisted of environmental scientists.  For that

 17  project, I was not the project manager, but I was the

 18  lead project engineer.  So responsible for, you know, as

 19  noted, the layout, the grading, the design of the storm

 20  water management and erosion control.

 21       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  And the site in Simsbury

 22  was that a sloping site or a flat site or maybe the

 23  better way to ask it is, was it as sloping as the site

 24  in Waterford?

 25       MR. KOCHIS:  I would classify that as generally
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 01  less slope.  It was farm fields.

 02       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  Were there any grades over

 03  10 percent at that site?

 04       MR. KOCHIS:  There were some areas off of the farm

 05  fields that were in excess of 10 percent.

 06       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  Were there solar panels

 07  being placed on slopes of 10 percent?

 08       MR. KOCHIS:  Yes.  I am sorry, now that I am

 09  picturing one portion, one portion of the project did

 10  have farm fields in excess of 10 percent.

 11       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  Were they in excess of 15?

 12       MR. KOCHIS:  There were, but they were regraded

 13  down to 15 percent to meet the construction tolerances

 14  of the racking.

 15       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Like what is happening with this

 16  site in Waterford, right?

 17       MR. KOCHIS:  That's correct.

 18       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  And I thought there was

 19  another, another solar project that you were responsible

 20  for designing, and I don't have it in my notes.  Was

 21  there another one that you were responsible for

 22  designing that was on your CV?  Not a remediation

 23  project?

 24       MR. KOCHIS:  I was the, I am the lead project

 25  engineer and project manager for the Boombridge Solar
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 01  Project, which was just recently submitted for petition

 02  to Siting Council.

 03       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Is that the Elm Ridge?

 04       MR. KOCHIS:  Boombridge in North Stonington.  I can

 05  get you the number for it.

 06       MS. GIANQUINTO:  In North Stonington.  Okay.  Okay.

 07  So to date then, the only project that you have been

 08  involved in the design of with respect to solar project

 09  that has been approved by the Siting Council is that one

 10  in Simsbury?

 11       MR. KOCHIS:  That's correct.

 12       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  And so, you have this one

 13  and then North Stonington one pending?

 14       MR. KOCHIS:  Yes.  These are the two active Siting

 15  Council petitions that I have going on right now.

 16       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  And the North Stonington

 17  project, how are the slopes on that site compared to the

 18  ones on this site?  Are there going to be panels that

 19  are on slopes in excess of 10 percent?

 20       MR. KOCHIS:  For that site, it is close.  I do

 21  believe there are some slopes in excess of 10 percent.

 22  They are on the order of 10 to 15 percent for portions

 23  of that project.

 24       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Are there areas that are being

 25  regraded down from 15 percent or more than 15 percent,
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 01  to 15 percent?

 02       MR. KOCHIS:  Yes, there are.

 03       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  With respect to the Pomfret

 04  solar project that you were involved in remediating, and

 05  just very generally, were the problems with that site

 06  that prompted VHB's involvement in it, was that a

 07  problem with the design, with the construction, what did

 08  you come to conclude on that?

 09       MR. KOCHIS:  Speaking generally, I would say that

 10  the conclusion we came to was that it was a little bit

 11  of a problem on all fronts.  It was, I want to say it

 12  was slightly under designed, based on our review.  The

 13  contractor could have taken extra measures to protect

 14  the site and I think there was also some deficiencies in

 15  the inspection, as we reviewed all the inspection

 16  reports.  But I think it was on multiple fronts.

 17       MS. GIANQUINTO:  And you were also involved in

 18  remediating a solar project in Sprague, Connecticut,

 19  right?

 20       MR. KOCHIS:  That's correct.

 21       MS. GIANQUINTO:  And what was your role there, was

 22  it the same as your role with Pomfret, or you were more

 23  delayed?

 24       MR. KOCHIS:  I would say that I had the same role.

 25  The project was very similar.  Our project team was very
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 01  similar.

 02       MS. GIANQUINTO:  And what was your conclusion with

 03  respect to the problems there, was it design, was it

 04  construction?

 05       MR. KOCHIS:  I would say it was the same situation

 06  as Pomfret in terms of, kind of, a lack, a deficiency in

 07  design, a deficiency in the inspection and a deficiency

 08  in the construction, as well.  It was, that was also a

 09  combination of the three.

 10       MS. GIANQUINTO:  In both of these sites, was there

 11  a significant rainfall event that prompted the failure

 12  that lead to VHB being there, or was it something that

 13  happened over time?

 14       MR. KOCHIS:  I would say there was differences in

 15  that regard, between the two projects.  I may be mixing

 16  the two up here, but, because it was a couple of years

 17  ago, but one of them was shut down due to repeated

 18  violations.  And the other was shut down due to

 19  basically a single violation.  You know, tied to a large

 20  rainfall event.

 21       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  Did you have any

 22  involvement in the East Lyme solar site, the Empire

 23  Site, at any point?

 24       MR. KOCHIS:  Yes.

 25       MS. GIANQUINTO:  What was your role there?
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 01       MR. KOCHIS:  Our role, VHB's role, and my role

 02  specifically, was to review the engineering and serve as

 03  the defense of the engineering in the court case.

 04       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  So only with respect to the

 05  litigation?

 06       MR. KOCHIS:  That's correct.  VHB was not involved

 07  in the design of that project, nor me personally.

 08       MR. HOFFMAN:  Mr. Silvestri?

 09       MR. SILVESTRI:  Sir.

 10       MR. HOFFMAN:  I am just wondering how much latitude

 11  we are going to give to talking about other solar

 12  projects that aren't the subject of this petition?

 13       MR. SILVESTRI:  No, understood, Mr. Hoffman.  I

 14  didn't have a problem with everything going on

 15  beforehand because it was in his resume for his past

 16  work that he did.  I thought it was kind of applicable

 17  as to what he might have done to design, et cetera.  So

 18  we will keep an eye on that going forward.  Again, he

 19  East Lyme wasn't part of anything, so I think we can

 20  kind of move on from there.

 21       MR. HOFFMAN:  Thank you, sir.

 22       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Understood.  I did have one more

 23  question with respect to Easy Lyme, my apologies Mr.

 24  Silvestri.

 25       Mr. Kochis, I was just curious, did you review
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 01  those plans in coming up with the design for this site,

 02  at all, because Greenskies owns both projects or

 03  develops both projects.

 04       MR. KOCHIS:  I wouldn't say those plans

 05  specifically were used as the basis for this design in

 06  any way.  I would say I draw from all my experience in

 07  reviewing Siting Council Applications that have been, I

 08  have looked through, as well as my onsite experience

 09  and, you know, the design of Simsbury, as well.

 10       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  Could you explain to me how

 11  in designing this site you took into account the

 12  proximity of Oil Mill and Stony Brook?

 13       MR. KOCHIS:  Sure.  You know, as noted a couple of

 14  times previously, the site has been pulled back -- I'll

 15  start with Oil Mill Brook, specifically.  The petition,

 16  Petition 1347 was rejected and the one portion of the

 17  project that drained directly to Oil Mill Brook in the

 18  far northern edge has been removed from the project.

 19  So, now, not a single portion of the development drains

 20  directly to Oil Mill Brook.  It passes through the

 21  tributary, which goes along the back of the house that

 22  is on the east side of Oil Mill Road.  And that's how we

 23  came to the conclusion that no portion of, no storm

 24  water basin is within 3,000 feet of Oil Mill Brook,

 25  tributary wise.
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 01       For Stony Brook, you know, we looked at the

 02  existing drainage patterns.  We located the storm water

 03  basins in the areas where the drainage areas naturally

 04  channelize on the site.  There is very little regrading

 05  in general across the site and there is none to, there

 06  is no regrading to redirect storm water outside of

 07  easements and swales to make sure that every bit of the

 08  development is treated through the sediment tracks.  And

 09  we are providing at least 100 feet on the site and an

 10  additional minimum of 600 feet from the property line to

 11  Stony Brook at its closest point.

 12       MS. GIANQUINTO:  You would agree with me that

 13  those, protecting those are important, right?

 14       MR. KOCHIS:  I would agree that that part of the

 15  storm water management design is to protect all

 16  receiving water courses and wetlands.

 17       MS. GIANQUINTO:  You're familiar with the

 18  requirement in the storm water quality manual that down,

 19  certain downstream resources require additional

 20  attention and protection?

 21       MR. KOCHIS:  I am aware that that certain resources

 22  require additional measures, yes.

 23       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  Including those resources

 24  that are designated as Class A water resources?

 25       MR. KOCHIS:  Yes.
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 01       MS. GIANQUINTO:  All right.  And you are aware that

 02  Stony Brook and Oil Mill Brook both are classified as

 03  Class A by DEEP, right?

 04       MR. KOCHIS:  I am aware of that.

 05       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  All right.  I would like to

 06  talk a little bit about the basins which have already

 07  been discussed today.  So I will try to cut down some of

 08  my questions.  But very generally, your plans propose

 09  three different kinds of basis, right?  You have ponds,

 10  you have infiltration basins, and then you have sand

 11  filters?

 12       MR. KOCHIS:  That is correct.  We have selected the

 13  type of storm water basin based upon the geotechnical

 14  findings.

 15       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  And, I mean, the sand

 16  filters, are they actually basins?  I mean, are sand

 17  filters different than basins?

 18       MR. KOCHIS:  I am using the term storm water

 19  management basins, that is kind of the engineering lingo

 20  for any, any design of storm water management feature,

 21  as a storm water management basin.  And it is a basin of

 22  sorts, as it does collect water.

 23       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  All right.  So I understand

 24  the differences between these three storm water

 25  practices, ponds means that there is a permanent pool of
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 01  water, right?

 02       MR. KOCHIS:  That is correct.

 03       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  And your proposing wet

 04  ponds, right?

 05       MR. KOCHIS:  That's correct.

 06       MS. GIANQUINTO:  All right.  And so, then

 07  infiltration basins, the intent there is that they are,

 08  they are capturing this storm water and they are kind of

 09  filtering it down through, right?

 10       MR. KOCHIS:  That is correct.

 11       MS. GIANQUINTO:  And then sand filters, it seemed

 12  like in the response to the interrogatories, you might

 13  look at sand filters a little differently than Mr.

 14  Trinkaus.  Do you consider sand filters to be

 15  infiltrative practices or not?

 16       MR. KOCHIS:  No, not as we have them designed.  I

 17  think, I do understand the discrepancy, but these are,

 18  the sand filters that we proposed, were proposed in

 19  areas of shallow ledge where we were not anticipating

 20  getting infiltration into the native soil.  So the sand

 21  filter is solely to serve as a water quality treatment

 22  measure.

 23       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  And in response to some of

 24  the, in one of the interrogatories, this was mentioned

 25  earlier, you had mentioned there being pipes for the
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 01  sand filters, and I also didn't see that on the plans.

 02  Is there a specific sheet plan I should be looking at

 03  for the detailed design?  Do all of the sand filters

 04  that you are proposing have pipes?

 05       MR. KOCHIS:  Yes.  All of the sand filters have

 06  pipes.  The pipe is shown on the detail in the detail

 07  page.  I can find that specific sheet, if you would like

 08  me to.

 09       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Yes.  Sorry to have you take the

 10  time, but I didn't see it anywhere.

 11       MR. KOCHIS:  It is shown on sheet C-6.2.

 12       MS. GIANQUINTO:  So which picture is it?

 13       MR. KOCHIS:  Permanent storm water basement detail

 14  on the left side of the sheet.

 15       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  All right.  Thank you.

 16  Okay.  And so, they, you are not proposing to use any

 17  swales as water quality practices, right?  They are

 18  solely intended to divert water into the basins on the

 19  site?

 20       MR. KOCHIS:  That's correct.

 21       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  All right.  The

 22  infiltration basins, I think you testified earlier that

 23  all of the basins you are proposing, so all 15, are

 24  going to be constructed early on in construction, right?

 25  And they will be used as temporary traps, and then
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 01  converted to permanent basins?

 02       MR. KOCHIS:  That is correct.

 03       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  Does, have you read the

 04  recent DEEP letter that was submitted in this petition?

 05       MR. KOCHIS:  Do you have the date of that letter in

 06  reference?

 07       MS. GIANQUINTO:  That would probably help.  Give me

 08  a second.  What I am specifically going to ask you about

 09  is, there was a comment in that letter, and this might

 10  jog your memory a little, there is a comment in this

 11  letter about the best management practices being that

 12  infiltration basins should not be constructed until

 13  close to the end of construction and should not be used

 14  as temporary traps.  Are you familiar with that general

 15  principle, at all?

 16       MR. KOCHIS:  I am familiar with the recommendation

 17  for that in the storm water management, yes.

 18       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  Can you comment on why you

 19  are not doing that, you haven't proposed to do that?

 20       MR. KOCHIS:  The best answer I could give to that

 21  is, it is a standard in Connecticut that traditionally

 22  just hasn't been followed in, for decades, more or less.

 23  There are things you can do to -- essentially the

 24  recommendation comes in because they are concerned that

 25  it is going to get silted up during construction and it
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 01  is going to lose its infiltrating capabilities.  So by

 02  measure of going in and cleaning out the silt and

 03  returning it to its native infiltration, we hope to

 04  return to it its infiltration capabilities for the

 05  permanent feature.

 06       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  So the DEEP letter is dated

 07  June 22nd, and it does say in there that best management

 08  practices indicate that for any basins designed as

 09  infiltration basins they should not be used as temporary

 10  sediment basins during construction and should be roped

 11  off, or -- sorry -- should be constructed at or near the

 12  end of development.  So you are saying that although

 13  DEEP wrote that in the letter, that is not actually a

 14  practice that is followed in Connecticut?

 15       MR. KOCHIS:  Not until very recently.  I have seen

 16  this, you know, this came out about a month, less than a

 17  month ago and I have seen it coming up extremely

 18  recently.  But as before a couple of months ago, that

 19  was not the case.

 20       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  So since it came out

 21  recently, have you had the opportunity to talk with

 22  anyone at DEEP about it?

 23       MR. KOCHIS:  We have not conversed with CT DEEP

 24  since receiving this letter.

 25       MS. GIANQUINTO:  If that is something that DEEP
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 01  Storm Water personnel requires of GRE, how would that

 02  change the plans, or would it change the plans?  I

 03  assume it could change the construction sequence, at

 04  least?

 05       MR. KOCHIS:  At a minimum it would definitely

 06  change the construction sequence.  I think we would have

 07  to look into whether it would affect the permanent

 08  layout of panels to be able to accommodate the land for

 09  temporary sediment traps and basins together.  That is a

 10  review we would have to go through.

 11       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  So there is possibility

 12  that if you are required to install separate temporary

 13  sediment traps, rather er than using those basins, as

 14  you had intended during construction, that you might not

 15  be able to construct as many solar panels, you might

 16  have to change the site design, again, right?

 17       MR. KOCHIS:  That is a distinct possibility if we

 18  need to go that route.

 19       MS. GIANQUINTO:  In looking through the site plans,

 20  I only saw a plan for one temporary sediment trap that

 21  looks like it was labeled 13A.  Is that the only one

 22  that is currently in the plans?  Am I right on that?

 23       MR. KOCHIS:  That's correct.  That's the only one

 24  that we have classified as a temporary basin, per se.

 25       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  And you testified earlier
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 01  that that is at, kind of, a natural low point in that

 02  area, right?

 03       MR. KOCHIS:  That is correct.

 04       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  Does the soil compaction or

 05  does soil compaction generally impact the infiltration

 06  capacity of basins?

 07       MR. KOCHIS:  Generally speaking, yes, it would.

 08       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  And so how do you avoid the

 09  soil compaction during construction if you are going to

 10  construct those basins earlier in the construction?

 11       MR. KOCHIS:  Well, it is going to loosen up over

 12  time by virtue of the water sitting in it.  However, we

 13  will just have to take measures to make sure that it is

 14  decompacted after the excavation takes place and also

 15  the vegetation that is installed will also serve to

 16  decompact the soil naturally.

 17       MS. GIANQUINTO:  And then, water table height

 18  impacts the design of infiltration basins, right?

 19       MR. KOCHIS:  That is correct.

 20       MS. GIANQUINTO:  And when I am just, in looking

 21  through the interrogatories, it, there was a response

 22  that said that GRE designed the infiltration and sand

 23  basins so that the bottoms of the basins would be above

 24  seasonal high ground water levels; is that right?

 25       MR. KOCHIS:  That is correct.

�0122

 01       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  But then it seems that at

 02  least for basin five, you were conceding that the bottom

 03  of that basin is actually below the seasonable high

 04  ground water; is that right?

 05       MR. KOCHIS:  That's correct.  We are potentially

 06  needing to revise that basin as part of our CT DEEP

 07  Storm Water General Permit Process application.

 08       MS. GIANQUINTO:  So is that basin going to move, is

 09  it going to change in size, how is that basin changing?

 10       MR. KOCHIS:  The extents aren't known at this time.

 11  But it is a relatively minor change, so I would say the

 12  location of the basin would probably not be moved.

 13  However the orientation and/or the depths of it would be

 14  modified to accomplish that.

 15       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  And would that, would the

 16  grading around the basin also need to be adjusted.

 17       MR. KOCHIS:  It is possible in the redesign.

 18       MS. GIANQUINTO:  All right.  And basin five is on

 19  the eastern end of the property, right?

 20       MR. KOCHIS:  That's correct.

 21       MS. GIANQUINTO:  And would you agree that there's a

 22  fairly steep rocky ledge on that end of the property?

 23       MR. KOCHIS:  Yes, I would agree with that

 24  assessment.

 25       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Is that, is the rocky ledge going
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 01  to limit your ability to move this basin around so that

 02  it functions as intended?

 03       MR. KOCHIS:  Well, the rocky ledge is quite a bit

 04  farther to the east from where the basins are proposed.

 05  So I mean, generally speaking the farther into the

 06  center of the site we go, we are going to get more

 07  overburdened and less, more depth to bed rock.  So if

 08  anything, if we needed to relocate the basin, it would

 09  have to move to the west.  Well, in all likelihood, and

 10  it is currently placed up against the 100-foot buffer

 11  outside of it, so we wouldn't really have the

 12  flexibility to go to the east without affecting that

 13  wetland.

 14       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  So if that, to redesign

 15  that basin, it sounds like you are probably going to

 16  have to move it west, so therefore into where the solar

 17  panels are.

 18       MR. KOCHIS:  That is an option, however it may also

 19  be feasible to just change the orientation of the basin

 20  and extend it further to the north.

 21       MS. GIANQUINTO:  And is it possible that in

 22  changing the orientation that some of that grading would

 23  then extend into the 100 foot wetland buffer there?

 24       MR. KOCHIS:  I can say with confidence that any

 25  change we make to that basin if, or as needed, we would
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 01  not go into the 100-foot buffer to do so.

 02       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  So in response to some of

 03  Save the River, Save the Hills interrogatories, it looks

 04  like there was an admission that the infiltration basins

 05  don't have pretreatment four bays, right, which is

 06  required by the storm water quality manual?

 07       MR. HOFFMAN:  Ms. Gianquinto, could you specify

 08  which interrogatory you are referring to?

 09       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Sure.  It looks like it was

 10  question 21, so that would have been our first set of

 11  interrogatories.  I think those responses would have

 12  been dated April 27th.

 13       MR. KOCHIS:  I have that in front of me and we have

 14  already comitted to revising the site plans to include

 15  pretreatment four bays upstream of the infiltration

 16  basin locations.

 17       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  Do you know how far

 18  upstream those four bays are going to be from the basin?

 19       MR. KOCHIS:  I definitely don't know the specific

 20  distance at this time without doing the redesign, but I

 21  would think they would be fairly close.

 22       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Do you know how large they are

 23  going to be?  Like what does a four bay look like?

 24       MR. KOCHIS:  Well, the other four bays that we had

 25  designed for the project are effectively not much
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 01  different than rain guards.  They are shallow

 02  depressions that can capture and infiltrate runoff.

 03       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Is the size of the four bay

 04  dependent on how, on the size of the basin, so the

 05  bigger the basin, the bigger the four bay you would need

 06  for the pretreatment?

 07       MR. KOCHIS:  The size of the four bay is going to

 08  be governed by the required water quality volume

 09  tributary for that watershed.

 10       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  Generally is the size of

 11  the basin, I mean, the size of the basin is also

 12  dependent on the water quality volume that is draining

 13  there, right?

 14       MR. KOCHIS:  In part, yes.

 15       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  And so, and I know you are

 16  an engineer, you don't want to talk in generalities, but

 17  very generally, very big picture, the more water quality

 18  volume that is draining there, the bigger the basin is

 19  going to be, right?

 20       MR. KOCHIS:  I would so in more cases than less.

 21  What goes into the design of the storm water basin is

 22  the required water quality volumes, the peak rate of

 23  runoff attenuation and the stream channel protection

 24  criteria.  So there are multiple things that govern the

 25  size and location of storm water basins.  Water quality
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 01  is only one part of that.  So I think you are right in

 02  saying that as an engineer I can't say it is directly

 03  related to the size of the basin, but it is one of the

 04  criteria.

 05       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  So, but as of now, you

 06  don't know exactly where those four bays are going to go

 07  and you don't know exactly how big they are going to be,

 08  right?

 09       MR. KOCHIS:  That's correct.  As of right now, we

 10  don't know that specifically.

 11       MS. GIANQUINTO:  So since you are submitting

 12  revised site plans with respect to the access

 13  roads, would the plan be to also include that design in

 14  there, so that we can all see the impact of those four

 15  bays on the site plans?

 16       MR. KOCHIS:  We can, yes, we can include those four

 17  bays on the revised site plan.

 18       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  Do the four bays themselves

 19  require additional grading or anything like that, that

 20  would change the clearing limits or might impact the

 21  layout of the panels?

 22       MR. KOCHIS:  I would say, to answer the first part

 23  of your question, the design of the four bays will not

 24  affect the clearing limits, at all, because the four

 25  bays are all going to go upstream, up the water quality
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 01  treatment basins and not downstream where they would

 02  potentially be affecting clearing limits.  However, it

 03  is all going to be tied to the redesign of the basin

 04  itself and the layout of the four bays.  So I can't say

 05  with certainty whether we will be able to make it work

 06  without affecting the layout of the panels, but I don't

 07  suspect it is going to be a large change to the layout

 08  of the panel's, if any.

 09       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Sorry, some of my questions have

 10  already been addressed, so I am just trying to cut them

 11  down.  Sand filter number, which is basin number 10, it

 12  looked like you agree in the interrogatories that

 13  pretreatment is required for that one, right?  You had

 14  it for basins three and eight, but not for 10 for some

 15  reason.

 16       MR. KOCHIS:  I believe that is correct.

 17       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  And so, is that something

 18  that you would also be including in the revised plans

 19  that are going to be submitted?

 20       MR. KOCHIS:  That can be included, as well, yes.

 21       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  With respect to the

 22  ponds, so you agreed earlier that they are wet ponds,

 23  right?  And so, they are going to have standing water in

 24  them, especially during the wet season, which is

 25  generally the spring.
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 01       MR. KOCHIS:  That's correct.  The selection of the

 02  wet ponds in those locations was chosen because those

 03  areas didn't exhibit shallow ledge, but they exhibited

 04  seasonable high ground water.  Evidence of shallow

 05  seasonal high ground water.

 06       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  All right.  And none of

 07  those ponds are shaded, right?  They are all going to be

 08  in the sun?

 09       MR. KOCHIS:  The most current iteration of the plan

 10  does not include shading for those ponds.  Specifically

 11  for those ponds.

 12       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  So that means that if water

 13  is sitting in those ponds and it is sunny, it is going

 14  to heat up, right?

 15       MR. KOCHIS:  In theory, yes.

 16       MS. GIANQUINTO:  There is a potential for that to

 17  happen.

 18       MR. KOCHIS:  Obviously shading is something that,

 19  that isn't preferred in the solar project, typically.

 20       MS. GIANQUINTO:  I understand that.  Do you know

 21  how close ponds 11 and 12 are to that intermittent

 22  stream that is contained in the wetland there?  I think

 23  that is wetland one.

 24       MR. KOCHIS:  I am just trying to pull that plan up.

 25  I can certainly get an exact number, if there's --
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 01  approximated at this time to be about --

 02       MR. HOFFMAN:  Steve, you cut out again.

 03       MR. SILVESTRI:  Yeah --

 04       MS. GIANQUINTO:  I'm sorry, you cut out.

 05       MR. KOCHIS:  Can you guys here me okay, now?

 06       MR. SILVESTRI:  Now we can, yes.  Thank you.

 07       MR. KOCHIS:  I don't have the exact number.  But

 08  based off of the review of the plan I would estimate --

 09       MR. SILVESTRI:  You cut out again.

 10       MR. KOCHIS:  Can you guys hear me, okay?

 11       MR. SILVESTRI:  Go ahead.

 12       MR. KOCHIS:  I would estimate that the distance to

 13  be about 400 feet.

 14       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  Thank you.  Okay.  With

 15  respect to pollutants, does VHB believe that there is

 16  any risk of pollutants, and I am including nitrogen

 17  loads in there, running off the site, either from the

 18  panels or from the concrete pads?

 19       MR. KOCHIS:  Our belief and anticipation is that --

 20  well, I could say with confidence that there is no

 21  particular chemical or suspended solid that we are

 22  concerned will run off the site.  We are meeting all of

 23  the goals for the state for water quality protection and

 24  there is no specific concern there.

 25       MS. GIANQUINTO:  In creating the site plans for the
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 01  site, did you review the Niantic Watershed Protection

 02  Plan?

 03       MR. KOCHIS:  We did review that document.

 04       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  And you were aware that

 05  what is in there, there was an analysis of certain,

 06  certain areas and the potential for development, impact

 07  of development on the nitrogen loads going into the

 08  Niantic River Watershed?

 09       MR. KOCHIS:  We did see some of that documentation,

 10  yes.

 11       MS. GIANQUINTO:  And did you do any kind of

 12  analysis or investigation as to where this particular

 13  site is in terms of the risk of development on this site

 14  and how it might impact the nitrogen load?

 15       MR. KOCHIS:  I believe this question has already

 16  been answered earlier today, but as noted, we don't have

 17  any specific concern about nitrogen leaving the project.

 18       MS. GIANQUINTO:  All right.  So then there was no

 19  separate analysis because you are not concerned with

 20  that risk then, right?

 21       MR. KOCHIS:  There was no separate analysis for

 22  nitrogen, no.

 23       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Mr. Mercier asked you a couple of

 24  questions about vernal pools and the development within

 25  both the envelope and the critical, the critical
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 01  habitat.  And I had some of the same questions and I

 02  think I know the answer now, but I just wanted to

 03  clarify this a little bit.

 04       So in the original interrogatories that were

 05  responded to by GRE, and I know you weren't involved in

 06  the project at that point, but in the original

 07  interrogatories, the predevelopment numbers were

 08  incredibly low for both the vernal pool envelope and the

 09  critical terrestrial habitat like, I think the highest

 10  one was like four, something or six something.  So, in

 11  response to the interrogatories in this petition, the

 12  predevelopment, developed numbers were much higher, so

 13  they were like in the 20s and even higher.  So am I

 14  correct that it is likely that discrepancy is because

 15  you were considering the impact of the logging that has

 16  been done in the interim?

 17       MR. KOCHIS:  That's correct.

 18       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  And so, sitting here right

 19  now, it sounds like, based on your answer to Mr.

 20  Mercier's questions, you can't tell us the actual

 21  percentage of any additional development that would be

 22  due to just this project, because you were including the

 23  logging within that larger number.

 24       MR. KOCHIS:  That's correct.  But I believe we

 25  committed to getting those numbers to the Council.
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 01       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  Yes, I just wanted to make

 02  sure I understood that part, thanks.

 03       And then Mr. Mercier also asked a couple of

 04  questions about the migratory habits of some of the

 05  amphibians and the possibility of the ponds in proximity

 06  being, acting as decoy pools.  And it sounded like his

 07  questions are kind of aimed at asking for a commitment

 08  for post constructio monitoring to remedy any issues

 09  with decoy pools.  If the project is designed with the

 10  ponds in, with the ponds further away from vernal pool

 11  three, that would also handle any issues with decoy

 12  pools, right?  The further away those are, the less

 13  risks there is that those species are going to treat it

 14  as a decoy pool.

 15       MR. SHAMAS:  This Jeff Shamas, I will respond to

 16  that.  That is not always the case because the dispersal

 17  distance of species can vary depending on the species

 18  that you are talking about.  So frogs will be a lot

 19  further than salamanders.

 20       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  You didn't do any surveys

 21  of the migratory habitats, right, so you don't know

 22  whether those species are coming from offsite or staying

 23  within the site or where -- basically, you don't know

 24  their patterns, right?  You didn't study that?

 25       MR. SHAMAS:  When we did the surveys in the spring
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 01  there, we didn't do pitfall trappings around the sites.

 02  Around the vernal pools.

 03       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  Thanks.  All right.  I have

 04  a couple of questions about bats.  So I think, Mr.

 05  Shamas, that is probably you.  You were asked, or I

 06  think it was you, you were asked a couple of questions

 07  about the Northern Long Eared Bat and Fish and Wildlife

 08  service.  So if I understand correctly, Fish and

 09  Wildlife Service listed the Northern Long Eared Bat as

 10  something that could be on site but didn't list anything

 11  specific to the site that would indicate it was present;

 12  is that right?

 13       MR. SHAMAS:  Correct.

 14       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  And because DEEP didn't

 15  list the Northern Long Eared Bat, VHB didn't conduct any

 16  bat surveys, is that right?

 17       MR. SHAMAS:  Yes, it was not a requirement to study

 18  the bats.

 19       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  So that is despite the fact

 20  that the August 2018 DEEP letter did mention the lack of

 21  bat surveys.

 22       MR. SHAMAS:  With the new application and,

 23  submitted to Natural Diversity Database, we evaluated

 24  the information that they thought was important for the

 25  site.
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 01       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  Are you familiar with the

 02  Quinebaug Solar Project, also in Connecticut?

 03       MR. SHAMAS:  Yes.  Yes.

 04       MS. GIANQUINTO:  All right.  So --

 05       MR. SHAMAS:  Somewhat.  I am not the environmental

 06  person on that, but I am aware of it.

 07       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Understood.  I am just, I am

 08  asking about it, just as an example.  So my

 09  understanding of what happened with that site with

 10  respect to bats is that a bat survey was done

 11  specifically for the Northern Long Eared Bat, and then

 12  they actually found two state protected species of bats,

 13  are you familiar with that, at all?

 14       MR. SHAMAS:  No.

 15       MR. HOFFMAN:  I am going to object to the

 16  questions, as to the relevance of it.

 17       MR. SILVESTRI:  Yeah, Attorney Gianquinto, I am not

 18  sure where you are going with that one, having no one

 19  involved on the panel being involved with that project,

 20  not sure where you are going.

 21       MS. GIANQUINTO:  I am asking him if he was aware of

 22  it, and he said no.  So, got it.  I will move on.

 23       MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.

 24       MS. GIANQUINTO:  You, so Mr. Shamas, you haven't

 25  conducted any bat surveys, so you don't actually know
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 01  sitting here, if there are bats that live on the site,

 02  or that exist on the site?

 03       MR. SHAMAS:  Correct.  We know that it is not in a

 04  roosting area.

 05       MS. GIANQUINTO:  How do you know it is not in a

 06  roosting area, if you haven't done any bat survey?

 07       MR. SHAMAS:  The hibernacular, I should say, the

 08  mapping.

 09       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  I am not sure who this

 10  should be addressed to, but I have questions about a

 11  fire code requirement.  So the Town, in response to

 12  interrogatories from Save the Rivers, Save the Hills

 13  about fire safety issues, the Fire Marshal referenced a

 14  couple of specific fire prevention codes.  And my

 15  reading of these codes indicates that the, that they

 16  were specific to ground mounted solar installations and

 17  that they require a noncombustible base around the

 18  panel.  So there is not, to my understanding, vegetation

 19  would be potentially combustible.  So I was wondering

 20  what GRE's response to that is.  So I don't know who

 21  that should go to.

 22       MR. LA MARCHE:  Can you direct to the exact

 23  document that you are referring to?

 24       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Sure.  So that is the Town's, the

 25  Town's response to our interrogatories which was
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 01  submitted -- sorry -- that was submitted on June 17th.

 02  And so, the fire marshal cites to a couple provisions of

 03  the Fire Prevention Code.  And then if you actually go

 04  and look up that code, it refers to noncombustible base

 05  as being required around the solar arrays which are not

 06  present here.

 07       MR. HOFFMAN:  I am sorry, Ms. Gianquinto does that

 08  fire code say the grass is combustible?

 09       MS. GIANQUINTO:  No.  No.  No.  It says, it says a

 10  noncombustible base must be provided, such as a gravel

 11  base or other noncombustible base.  So I am asking if

 12  vegetation is noncombustible.  Like I assumed GRE has

 13  had experience with this provision on different sites,

 14  as well.  So I am trying to figure out how that portion

 15  of the fire code is going to be complied with.

 16       MR. SILVESTRI:  That might be a question better

 17  asked of the fire marshal, when we do have them.

 18       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Oh, but Mr. Silvestri, this goes

 19  to the design.  So, like, if the code requires that

 20  there is a gravel or other noncombustible base, I would

 21  think that would go to the designers of the, of the

 22  site.

 23       MR. SILVESTRI:  Yes.  The confusion I have is, if I

 24  don't know what noncombustible might mean, it might be

 25  hard to answer.
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 01       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  I guess I had been assuming

 02  that since GRE has done this before, they probably

 03  encountered it before, so I would --

 04       MR. SILVESTRI:  Well, we could ask that question.

 05  I not the sure if we could get an answer at this point

 06  without a good definition from the fire marshal.

 07       MS. GIANQUINTO:  All right.  Sure.  So I guess a

 08  more general question is, you guys have built, or at

 09  least you have gotten approval for sites in Connecticut,

 10  and has this come up before, how have you addressed it,

 11  has it never come up?

 12       MR. LA MARCHE:  This specific question has not come

 13  up before and has not been an issue in the past.

 14       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  So you haven't faced any

 15  questions about this provision in the fire code, then?

 16       MR. LA MARCHE:  Correct.

 17       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.

 18       MR. KOCHIS:  This is Steve, I would just add that,

 19  you know, following standard engineering

 20  practices, every solar facility, to my knowledge, that

 21  has been installed in the state to date, has used grass

 22  as the cover type under the panels.

 23       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Yeah, that is my understanding,

 24  too.  That is why I was surprised to see that in there,

 25  and so I wanted to know how it is handled.  Okay.  I
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 01  guess we can leave that for the fire marshal.

 02       Has GRE had experience with any fires at any of its

 03  installations to date?

 04       MR. LA MARCHE:  I cannot answer that 100 percent.

 05  I have not been with Greenskies for its entirety.  I

 06  have not had any personal, I have not seen any fires on

 07  any of our sites at Greenskies to date.  So that is all

 08  I know.

 09       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  I mean, solar installations

 10  have experienced fires, though, before, right?  You are

 11  aware of that, just generally in the industry?

 12       MR. LA MARCHE:  Sure.

 13       MS. GIANQUINTO:  It happens sometimes.

 14       Okay.  And so, if this happens on this site, where

 15  is the water source for putting the fire out, how does

 16  that work?

 17       MR. LA MARCHE:  I mean, my understanding is that

 18  it, that is another question for the, for the Town, for

 19  the fire marshal.  We are, we are not providing a water

 20  source as part of this project.

 21       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  And if a fire were to

 22  happen, some of those materials that you are talking

 23  about earlier that could be in the solar arrays, such as

 24  the lead or the PFAS, those could get into the

 25  environment and into the water supply if there was a
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 01  fire, right?  Because although, I mean, they are

 02  encapsulated, so I understand generally they are not

 03  going to be in the atmosphere, but if something did go

 04  wrong, that could result in those materials leaching

 05  into the water supply, right?

 06       MR. HOFFMAN:  Mr. Silvestri, I object to the

 07  question.  That calls for speculation the witnesses

 08  don't know, and they are being asked to speculate on

 09  something far afield from any of the witnesses'

 10  testimony --

 11       MR. SILVESTRI:  Attorney Hoffman, I only heard part

 12  of that, can you repeat it please?

 13       MR. HOFFMAN:  Certainly.  I would like to object to

 14  that question to the extent that it calls for

 15  speculation.  We are going fairly far afield for any of

 16  the witnesses' relevant expertise, as opposed, if you

 17  ruled, they can answer if they know.  But it is a pretty

 18  speculative question.

 19       MR. SILVESTRI:  No, I do agree that it is

 20  speculative, and I would like to move on with that,

 21  because we really don't have an answer except for what

 22  ifs, and I don't know if the what ifs could be

 23  quantified.

 24       MS. GIANQUINTO:  So the objection is sustained,

 25  then?
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 01       MR. SILVESTRI:  Yes.

 02       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  Thank you.  Okay.  I would

 03  like to turn, I think, back to Mr. Kochis, sorry.  I

 04  wanted to talk about Appendix One to the general permit,

 05  the proposed Appendix One a little bit.

 06       MR. KOCHIS:  Sorry.  The Appendix I?

 07       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Oh, I.  Yes.  Sorry.  It is

 08  getting late.  Appendix I. All right.  So I understand

 09  your testimony that your position is that this site

 10  complies with all of the criteria necessary for the

 11  solar panel to be considered pervious, right?

 12       MR. KOCHIS:  That's correct.

 13       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  All right.  So, if you look

 14  at 1C, you would agree that there are requirements for

 15  different slopes on the site, right?

 16       MR. KOCHIS:  That's correct.

 17       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  So there are slopes on the

 18  site that are greater than five percent, but less than

 19  10 percent, right?  So, that fit into that second bullet

 20  point?

 21       MR. KOCHIS:  That's correct.

 22       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  And so if we read that that

 23  provision it says, for slopes greater than five percent,

 24  but less than 10 percent, practices including, but not

 25  limited to, level spreaders, terraces or berms as
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 01  described in figure G below shall be used to ensure long

 02  term sheet flow conditions, right?

 03       MR. KOCHIS:  That's correct.

 04       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  Where on the site plans are

 05  there level spreaders?

 06       MR. KOCHIS:  There are no level spreaders proposed

 07  inside the array.  The sheet flow conditions will be

 08  maintained by use of the natural existing grading.

 09       MS. GIANQUINTO:  And where are there terraces?

 10       MR. KOCHIS:  Again, we are not proposing to regrade

 11  to, to create more disturbance to create terraces.

 12       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  And there are no berms

 13  within the array, right?  Only on the outer perimeter?

 14       MR. KOCHIS:  That's correct.

 15       MS. GIANQUINTO:  With -- all right.  So if you look

 16  at Figure two that is referenced there.  I think on, I

 17  think it is on the second to last page, it is when I

 18  printed out.  So Figure two, depicts level spreaders or

 19  energy dissipaters under the drip line edge of the solar

 20  panels, right?

 21       MR. KOCHIS:  Yes.

 22       MS. GIANQUINTO:  And you don't have any of that in

 23  this site design, right?

 24       MR. KOCHIS:  The current site plans do not include

 25  the gravel drip edge, that is correct.
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 01       MS. GIANQUINTO:  And so your testimony is that the

 02  site never, the site design nevertheless fits this

 03  provision because you are using the natural flow

 04  patterns of the site?

 05       MR. KOCHIS:  That's correct.  There is no, the

 06  only, there are no spots inside the site where it

 07  channelizes flow.  And by the reading of that, it is

 08  inclusive to have multiple types of measures.  It

 09  doesn't have to be one of those types.

 10       MS. GIANQUINTO:  All right.  But, so your testimony

 11  is that you are insuring the sheet flow conditions and

 12  that there will not be any channelized flow anywhere on

 13  the site based on your design.

 14       MR. KOCHIS:  We are ensuring long-term sheet flow

 15  conditions.

 16       MS. GIANQUINTO:  What about the channelization

 17  part?

 18       MR. KOCHIS:  It would be implied that we will not

 19  have channelized flow under the arrays.

 20       MS. GIANQUINTO:  So the solar panels are not

 21  proposed to -- they are facing south, right, for maximum

 22  sun exposure?

 23       MR. KOCHIS:  That's correct.

 24       MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  And the site doesn't slope

 25  south exclusively, right?  There are places on, in this
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 01  design where the panels are actually going to be, I

 02  guess I would describe it, kind of as, flow

 03  perpendicular to the topography?

 04       MR. KOCHIS:  Yes.  I would say the slope is

 05  angulating that, you know, the consideration to the

 06  orientation of the panels is another part of Appendix I,

 07  and there is no part of the site where it drains

 08  entirely to the east or to the west.  We will get sheet

 09  flow under the panels as it goes partially north and

 10  south.

 11       MS. GIANQUINTO:  In your experience with the

 12  remediation work that you have done, was one of the

 13  issues that the flows become channelized and caused

 14  erosion?

 15       MR. KOCHIS:  The only instance where that was a

 16  case was from a utility trench, that was left open.  It

 17  wasn't, it wasn't tied to the drip line edge.

 18       MS. GIANQUINTO:  What about the --

 19       MR. SILVESTRI:  I am sorry, Attorney Gianquinto, I

 20  was just going to mention, we are getting close to 5:00

 21  o'clock.  I don't know how much more you might have, if

 22  you need a couple of minutes to wrap up or another

 23  question, and then we continue to next time.  How does

 24  it look on your side?

 25       MS. GIANQUINTO:  I probably have about another half
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 01  hour, I am sorry to say.  So it is probably better to

 02  stop now.

 03       MR. SILVESTRI:  Are you at a good stopping point or

 04  did you have one more question related to drips and

 05  channelized flow.

 06       MS. GIANQUINTO:  No, that's -- I know, everyone is

 07  fascinated.  So this is a fine stopping point.  I can

 08  pick up just as easily there.

 09       MR. SILVESTRI:  Okay.  That is appreciated, like I

 10  say.

 11       All right, ladies and gentlemen, it is 4:59 on my

 12  clock.  The Council will recess until 6:30 p.m., at

 13  which time we will commenced the public comment session

 14  of this remote public hearing, and I thank you all for

 15  your patience and participation.  We will see you in

 16  about an hour and a half.  Thank you.

 17  

 18         (Whereupon the hearing ended at 4:59 p.m.)

 19  
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            1          (The hearing commenced at 1:00 p.m.)



            2



            3        MR. SILVESTRI:  Okay.  This remote public hearing



            4   is called to order this Tuesday July 14th, 2020 at 1:00



            5   p.m.  My name is Robert Silvestri, member and presiding



            6   officer of the Connecticut Siting Council.  I'll ask the



            7   other members of the Council to acknowledge that they



            8   are present when introduced for the benefit of these who



            9   are only on audio.



           10        So we will start with Mr. Robert Hannon, who is the



           11   designee for Commissioner Katie Dykes of the Department



           12   of Energy and Environmental Protection.  Mr. Hannon?



           13        MR. HANNON:  I am here.



           14        MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.  Ms. Linda Guliuzza,



           15   designee for Chairman Marissa Paslick Gillett of the



           16   Public Utilities Regulatory Authority.



           17        MS. GULIUZZA:  Present.  Sorry.



           18        MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.  Mr. John Morissette.



           19        MR. MORISSETTE:  Good afternoon.  Present.



           20        MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.  And Mr. Michael Harder.



           21        MR. HARDER:  Present.



           22        MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.  Members of the staff



           23   with us today are Ms. Melody Bachman, Executive Director



           24   and Staff Attorney.



           25        MS. BACHMAN:  Present.  Thank you.
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            1        MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.  Mr. Robert Mercier, our



            2   siting analyst.



            3        MR. MERCIER:  Present.



            4        MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.  And Ms. Lisa Fontaine,



            5   our fiscal administrative officer.



            6        MS. FONTAINE:  Present.



            7        MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.  As we are all keenly



            8   aware, please notice that there is currently a statewide



            9   effort to prevent the spread of Coronavirus, this is why



           10   the Council is holding this remote public hearing and we



           11   ask for your patience.  If you haven't done so already,



           12   I ask that everyone please mute their computer audio



           13   and/or telephone now.



           14        This hearing is held pursuant to the provisions of



           15   title 16 of the Connecticut General Statutes and of the



           16   Uniform Administrative Procedure Act, upon a motion to



           17   reopen a petition from GRE GACRUX, LLC, which I'll refer



           18   to going forward as GRE, for the declaratory ruling for



           19   the proposed construction, maintenance and operation of



           20   a 16.78 megawatt solar photovoltaic electric generating



           21   facility indicated at 117 Oil Mill Road in Waterford,



           22   Connecticut.



           23        On February 27, 2020, the Council, pursuant to a



           24   request filed by GRE and the provisions of Connecticut



           25   General Statutes Section 4-181(a)(b), reopened the
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            1   October 26th, 2018 and December 24th, 2018 final



            2   decisions that were rendered in this matter.  The



            3   Council's legal notice of the date and time of this



            4   rescheduled remote public hearing was published in The



            5   Day on June 28th, 2020.  Upon this Council's request the



            6   petitioner erected a sign at the proposed site so as to



            7   inform the public of the name of the petitioner, the



            8   type of facility, the rescheduled remote public hearing



            9   date and contact information for the Council.



           10        As a reminder to all, off the record communication



           11   with a member of the council or a member of the



           12   Council's staff upon the merits of this petition is



           13   prohibited by law.



           14        The parties and interveners of the proceeding are



           15   as follows; the Petitioner, GRE, its representative is



           16   Lee D. Hoffman, Esquire; the Town of Waterford as an



           17   intervener, its representative is Robert A. Avena,



           18   Esquire; and we have Save the Rivers, Save the Hills,



           19   its representative, Emily A. Gianquinto, Esquire.



           20        We will proceed in accordance with the prepared



           21   agenda, a copy of which is available on the Council's



           22   petition 1347A web page, along with a record of this



           23   matter, the public hearing notice, instructions for



           24   public access to this remote public hearing and the



           25   Council's citizen guide to Siting Council procedures.
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            1   Interested persons may join any session of this public



            2   hearing to listen, but no comments will be received



            3   during the 1:00 p.m. evidentiary session.  At the end of



            4   the evidentiary session, we will recess until 6:30 p.m.



            5   for the remote public comment session.  Please be



            6   advised that any person may be removed from this remote



            7   evidentiary session or the public comment session at the



            8   discretion of the Council.



            9        The 6:30 p.m. remote public comment session is



           10   reserved for the public to make brief statements into



           11   the record.  I wish to note that the petitioner, parties



           12   and interveners, including the representatives,



           13   witnesses and members, are not allowed to participate in



           14   the public comment session.  I also wish to note for



           15   those who are listening and for the benefit of your



           16   friends and neighbors who are unable to join us for the



           17   remote public comment session, that you or they may send



           18   written comment to the Council within 30 days of the



           19   date hereof, either by mail or by e-mail, and such



           20   written statements will be given the same weight as if



           21   spoken during the remote public comment session.  A



           22   verbatim transcript of this remote public hearing



           23   willing be posted on the Council's petition 1347A web



           24   page and deposited with the Town Clerk's office in



           25   Waterford for the convenience of the public.
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            1        Please be advised that the Council does not issue



            2   permits for storm water management.  If the proposed



            3   project is approved by the Council, the Department of



            4   Energy and Environmental Protection storm water permit



            5   is independently required.  DEEP, which is the



            6   Department of Energy and Environmental Protection, could



            7   hold a public hearing on any storm water permit



            8   application.



            9        I also wish to note that the Council will take



           10   roughly a 10 to 15 minute break at a convenient junction



           11   around 3:00 p.m. this afternoon.  The Council has a



           12   number of motions to address.  Actually, I have three.



           13   We will start with number one, which is on June 10th,



           14   2020, Save the Rivers, Save the Hills submitted an



           15   additional request for party status and CEPA, C-E-P-A,



           16   intervener status and Attorney Bachman my wish to



           17   comment.



           18        MS. BACHMAN:  Thank you, Mr. Silvestri.  Save the



           19   Rivers, Save the Hills requested and was granted



           20   intervener status in the original petition in 2018.



           21   Save the Rivers certainly meets the criteria for party



           22   status under General Statute Section 16-50(n), and also



           23   CEPA intervener status under General Statutes



           24   Section 22(a)-19, as an association that was formed to



           25   protect the environment, therefore staff recommends
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            1   approval.



            2        MR. SILVESTRI:  I'll ask for a motion from our



            3   council members.



            4        MR. MORISSETTE:  John Morissette for approval.



            5        MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you, Mr. Morissette.



            6        MR. HANNON:  Bob Hannon, I'll second.



            7        MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you, Mr. Hannon.  We do have



            8   a motion and a second, and while I would normally ask



            9   the Council members if there is any discussion at an



           10   in-person hearing, I will ask one by one to avoid any



           11   communication problems or more than one person speaking



           12   at a time.



           13        So going one-by-one, Mr. Hannon, any discussion?



           14        MR. HANNON:  No.



           15        MR. SILVESTRI:  Ms. Guliuzza, any discussion?



           16        MS. GULIUZZA:  No, thank you, Chair.



           17        MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.  Mr. Morissette, any



           18   discussion?



           19        MR. MORISSETTE:  No discussion.  Thank you.



           20        MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.  And, Mr. Harder any



           21   discussion?



           22        MR. HARDER:  No comments.



           23        MR. SILVESTRI:  And I have none.  And again, we



           24   will go one-by-one for voting purposes.  We do have a



           25   motion and a second for approval for party status,
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            1   starting with Mr. Hannon.  What say thee?



            2        MR. HANNON:  Approve.



            3        MR. SILVESTRI:  Ms. Guliuzza?



            4        MS. GULIUZZA:  Approve.



            5        MR. SILVESTRI:  Mr. Morissette?



            6        MR. MORISSETTE:  Approve.



            7        MR. SILVESTRI:  And Mr. Harder?



            8        MR. HARDER:  Approve.



            9        MR. SILVESTRI:  And I'll also vote for approval.



           10   So we are unanimous in granting party status and CEPA



           11   intervener status to Save the Rivers, Save the Hills.



           12   Thank you.



           13        Item number two under motions.  On June 18, 2020,



           14   Save the Rivers, Save the Hills submitted an objection



           15   to the Council's administrative notice, notice list, and



           16   Attorney Bachman may wish to comment.



           17        MS. BACHMAN:  Thank you, Mr. Silvestri.  Save the



           18   Rivers objects to four items on the Council's



           19   administrative notice list.  Item number 51, the recusal



           20   memoranda for former Council members Clements and Stein,



           21   because they are irrelevant to the petition.



           22        Item number 52, objection to the inclusion of the



           23   content of petition number 1056, because other local and



           24   state agencies have issued orders related to those



           25   projects.
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            1        Item number 54, the objection to the inclusion of



            2   the content of petition number 1312.



            3        And item number 57, an objection to the inclusion



            4   of Michael Clements' resignation letter because it is



            5   not relevant.



            6        Section 40178 of the UAPA and Section 1650(j)28,



            7   subsection F, the regulations of state agencies, allow



            8   this Council to take administrative notice of facts,



            9   including public record and prior decisions of the



           10   Council.  All of these items are public records and/or



           11   prior decisions of the Council.



           12        With respect to items 52 and 54, these are prior



           13   decisions of the Council that were rendered on similarly



           14   situated solar facility matters, such as selection and a



           15   DEEP RFP and similar generating capacity.



           16        With respect to items 51 and 57, this proposed



           17   solar facility has a history from 2018.  These are



           18   public records and they are relevant for the following



           19   purposes; one, to allow any interested person, such as



           20   the media, to follow the history of the matter from 2018



           21   to the future final decision on this reopened petition;



           22   two, to allow staff to efficiently cite to the



           23   procedural history of the matter in the findings of fact



           24   of the final decision; three, to combat any claims of



           25   bias on the part of any current or former council member
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            1   and any appeal of the final decision in this matter; and



            2   number four, to notify interested persons that Dr.



            3   Clements cannot be retained for his expertise in



            4   wetlands in vernal pools for the matter, due to state



            5   ethics restrictions.  And therefore, Mr. Silvestri,



            6   staff recommends that this objection be overruled.



            7        MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you, Attorney Bachman.  Is



            8   there a motion by the council members?



            9        MR. HARDER:  Mike Harder, I move that the request



           10   be disapproved.



           11        MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you, Mr. Harder.  Is there a



           12   second?



           13        MR. MORISSETTE:  Second.



           14        MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.  Mr. Morissette, we do



           15   have a motion and a second to deny, again I will go



           16   one-by-one for council members for discussion purposes,



           17   starting with Mr. Hannon.



           18        MR. HANNON:  I will approve the motion to -- I'll



           19   approve to deny the motion.



           20        MR. SILVESTRI:  Right now I was just looking for



           21   any discussion.



           22        MR. HANNON:  Okay.  I am not sure why it was



           23   brought in the first place, that is my comment.



           24        MR. HOFFMAN:  Chairman Silvestri, I apologize --



           25        MR. SILVESTRI:  Mr. Hoffman.
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            1        MR. HOFFMAN:  I apologize for interrupting.  But in



            2   looking at the hearing program, I think there has been a



            3   slight error in the transcription of the Administrative



            4   Notice items.  Because item 51 in the hearing program is



            5   listed as the decision in docket 192(b), I just think



            6   that we need to make sure that we get those documents to



            7   jive, so that the Administrative Notice is correct



            8   everywhere.



            9        MS. BACHMAN:  Attorney Hoffman, if I can just draw



           10   your attention to the description under docket number



           11   192(b), it indicates the recusal memoranda of --



           12        MR. HOFFMAN:  My apologies.



           13        MS. BACHMAN:  Thank you.



           14        MR. SILVESTRI:  We all set, Attorney Hoffman?



           15        MR. HOFFMAN:  Yes.



           16        MR. SILVESTRI:  Okay.  Thank you.  Again, going



           17   through our council members, Mr. Hannon had a comment,



           18   but no discussion further.  Ms. Guliuzza, do you have



           19   any discussion?



           20        MS. GULIUZZA:  No discussion.



           21        MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.  Morissette?



           22        MR. MORISSETTE:  No discussion.



           23        MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.  And, Mr. Harder, any



           24   discussion?



           25        MR. HARDER:  No comments.
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            1        MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.  I will again do



            2   one-by-one for voting purposes.  Again on the motion to



            3   deny, starting with Mr. Hannon?



            4        MR. HANNON:  I will approve the motion to deny.



            5        MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.  Ms. Guliuzza?



            6        MS. GULIUZZA:  I'll vote to deny, as well.



            7        MR. SILVESTRI:  Mr. Morissette?



            8        MR. MORISSETTE:  I vote to deny, as well.



            9        MR. SILVESTRI:  And, Mr. Harder.



           10        MR. HARDER:  Deny.



           11        MR. SILVESTRI:  And I will agree and deny also for



           12   my vote.  So we are unanimous in denying that motion.



           13        Moving on to motion number three.  We have that on



           14   June 22nd, 2020, GRE submitted a motion to compel Save



           15   the Rivers, Save the Hills to provide its membership



           16   list under seal.  And Attorney Bachman may wish to



           17   comment.



           18        MS. BACHMAN:  Thank you, Mr. Silvestri.  Given that



           19   Save the Rivers, Save the Hills has submitted the



           20   declaration of Debra Moshier-Dunn, President of Save the



           21   Rivers, Save the Hills, Incorporated on June 24th, and



           22   the fact that our public comment hearing is at 6:30 this



           23   afternoon, and we still retain the same 17 speakers that



           24   had signed up in advance, the staff recommends that the



           25   motion be denied.
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            1        MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you, Attorney Bachman.  Do I



            2   have a motion from our council members?



            3        MS. MOSHIER-DUNN:  For the record, Vice President,



            4   not President.  I know the President is listening.



            5        MR. SILVESTRI:  I wasn't sure who that was, and



            6   names don't pop up on my screen, so could you just say



            7   who that was, please?



            8        MS. MOSHIER-DUNN:  This is Deb Moshier-Dunn, Vice



            9   President of Save the Rivers, Save the Hills.



           10        MR. SILVESTRI:  Super.  Thank you.  Yes, for any



           11   type of speaker that might come in, I will ask you to



           12   say your name, so at least we can recognize it for the



           13   transcript.  And again, thank you for the correction.



           14        Going back to our council members, do we have a



           15   motion?



           16        MR. HARDER:  Mike Harder, motion to deny.



           17        MR. SILVESTRI:  Do we have a second?



           18        MR. MORISSETTE:  Second.



           19        MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.  Again, I will go



           20   one-by-one for council members for discussion purposes



           21   at this point.  Again, starting with Mr. Hannon, any



           22   discussion?



           23        MR. HANNON:  Yes, more of a question.  So when the



           24   17 people that signed up speak tonight, if I am



           25   understanding that correctly, they are not associated
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            1   with any of the parties; is that correct?



            2        MR. SILVESTRI:  I'll have to ask Attorney Bachman



            3   because I don't have the list right in front of me at



            4   this point.



            5        MS. BACHMAN:  Thank you, Mr. Silvestri.  The



            6   individuals listed on our public comment speaker list



            7   are not associated with Save the Rivers, Save the Hills.



            8        MR. HANNON:  Okay.  Thank you.  That was my only



            9   comment.



           10        MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you, Mr. Hannon.  Ms.



           11   Guliuzza, any discussion purposes?



           12        MS. GULIUZZA:  No discussion, thank you.



           13        MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.  Mr. Morissette?



           14        MR. MORISSETTE:  Thank you for the clarification.



           15   I have no further questions.



           16        MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.  And, Mr. Harder, any



           17   discussion?



           18        MR. HARDER:  No discussion.



           19        MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.  Again, going one-by-one



           20   for voting purposes.  We will start with Mr. Hannon.



           21        MR. HANNON:  I will approve the motion to deny.



           22        MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.  Ms. Guliuzza?



           23        MS. GULIUZZA:  Approve of the denial.



           24        MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.  Mr. Morissette?



           25        MR. MORISSETTE:  Approve the motion to deny.
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            1        MR. SILVESTRI:  Mr. Harder?



            2        MR. HARDER:  Approve the motion.



            3        MR. SILVESTRI:  To deny?



            4        MR. HARDER:  Yes.



            5        MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.  And I will also follow



            6   suit.  So we are unanimous on that motion.



            7        Looking through, again, on my agenda, that is all



            8   the motions that we have in front of us, and I will now



            9   proceed.  I wish to call your attention to those items



           10   shown on the hearing program that are marked as Roman



           11   Number 1D, items one through 117 that the Council has



           12   administratively noticed.  Does any party or intervener



           13   have an additional objection to the items that the



           14   Council has administratively noticed?  And Attorney



           15   Hoffman, I'll ask you first.



           16        MR. HOFFMAN:  No objection, Mr. Chairman.



           17        MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.



           18        MR. HOFFMAN:  Actually, Mr. Silvestri would



           19   suffice, as I am presiding officer, not a chairman, but



           20   thank you.  Attorney Avena?



           21        MR. AVENA:  No objection.



           22        MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.  And Attorney



           23   Gianquinto.



           24        MS. GIANQUINTO:  No objection.  I do just want to



           25   note, I think it is Item 1C, not 1D, unless I am wrong.
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            1        MR. SILVESTRI:  Let me go back to the agenda so we



            2   have that clear.  Bear with me.



            3        MS. GIANQUINTO:  I don't really see a 1D, though,



            4   so.



            5        MR. SILVESTRI:  Attorney Bachman, do you have that



            6   in front of you?



            7        MS. BACHMAN:  Mr. Silvestri, I believe Attorney



            8   Gianquinto is correct.  We seem to have made a mistake,



            9   and it should be 1C.



           10        MR. SILVESTRI:  Attorney Gianquinto, thank you for



           11   your observation and again, that would be Roman Numeral



           12   1C, items one through 117.  Thank you.



           13        Accordingly, with no objection, and no further



           14   objections, the Council hereby administratively notices



           15   these items.  Thank you.



           16        I'll now move to the appearance by the Petitioner,



           17   and will the Petitioner please present its witness panel



           18   for the purpose of taking the oath?



           19        MR. HOFFMAN:  Yes.  Thank you, Mr. Silvestri.  With



           20   us today on behalf of GRE, we have Jean-Paul La Marche



           21   of GRE and Ryan Linares of GRE.  In addition, we have



           22   Steve Kochis and Jeff Shamas, both of VHB who are



           23   consultants on the project.  They will be our witness



           24   panel this afternoon.



           25        MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you, Attorney Hoffman.  And
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            1   before I ask Attorney Bachman to administer the oath,



            2   again, because we are doing this remotely, she will give



            3   the oath and if you would, on your response, identify



            4   yourself and signal yay or nay.  Attorney Bachman.



            5        MS. BACHMAN:  Thank you, Mr. Silvestri.  Will the



            6   witnesses please raise their right hands.



            7



            8          (Whereupon the oath was administered.)



            9



           10        MR. SILVESTRI:  Did we get everybody?  Just for



           11   convenience purposes, if we could go one-by-one, please



           12   state your name and give a yes.



           13        MR. LA MARCHE:  This is Jean-Paul, yes.



           14        MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.



           15        MR. SHAMAS:  Jeff Shamas, yes.



           16        MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.



           17        MR. LINARES:  Ryan Linares, yes.



           18        MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.



           19        MR. KOCHIS:  Steve Kochis, yes.



           20        MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.  Attorney Hoffman, did



           21   we cover everybody?



           22        MR. HOFFMAN:  Yes, Mr. Silvestri, we did.



           23        MR. SILVESTRI:  Super.  Could you also begin by



           24   verifying all exhibits by the appropriate sworn



           25   witnesses.
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            1        MR. HOFFMAN:  We could, but before that there is



            2   two suggested additions to administrative notice.  We



            3   can take this in any order you want, but I am happy to



            4   do the identification of the exhibits first, if you



            5   would rather.



            6        MR. SILVESTRI:  Well, you are going to have to



            7   verify whatever you are going to have additionally, so



            8   what do we have additionally?



            9        MR. HOFFMAN:  Well, no it is two items for



           10   administrative notice that we sought to add to the



           11   administrative notice list.  They are a United



           12   Department of Agriculture bulletin, entitled Urban



           13   Hydrology for Small Watersheds.  And also, the Minnesota



           14   Pollution Control Agency, Minnesota Storm Water Manual.



           15   We sought that, these are not exhibits for



           16   identification, but rather two items that we wish the



           17   Council to take administrative notice of.



           18        MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.  I do have those on the



           19   hearing notice.  I'll ask Attorney Avena, do you have



           20   any objection to that administrative notice that GRE



           21   just mentioned?



           22        MR. AVENA:  No objection.



           23        MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.  Attorney Gianquinto,



           24   any objections?



           25        MS. GIANQUINTO:  No objection.
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            1        MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you, also.  Please continue,



            2   Attorney Hoffman.



            3        MR. HOFFMAN:  Certainly.  So what I will do for the



            4   sake of simplicity is I will start with Mr. La Marche,



            5   continue to Mr. Linares, then Mr. Kochis, and then Mr.



            6   Shamas.  And I will refer you to the exhibits that



            7   appear for identification purposes in Roman Numeral 2B,



            8   and I will ask if you are familiar with those objects



            9   and have you swear to their veracity.



           10        So, Mr. La Marche, in looking at the exhibits that



           11   are listed for identification in Roman Numeral 2B, did



           12   you prepare or cause to be prepared the exhibits that



           13   are located there, including the motion to reopen your



           14   pretrial testimony and the responses to Siting Council's



           15   interrogatories listed therein?



           16        MR. LA MARCHE:  Yes, I do.



           17        MR. HOFFMAN:  And are those documents true and



           18   correct to the best of your information and belief.



           19        MR. LA MARCHE:  Yes, they are, with one note that



           20   we have also previously corrected in the interrogatories



           21   that we initially referred to the site in one location



           22   as previously disrupted industrial, and acknowledge that



           23   that is not the case.



           24        MR. HOFFMAN:  And with that acknowledgement that



           25   was filed in a subsequent interrogatory, are those
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            1   documents all correct to the best of your information



            2   and belief?



            3        MR. LA MARCHE:  That is correct.



            4        MR. HOFFMAN:  And do you adopt those as your sworn



            5   testimony here today?



            6        MR. LA MARCHE:  I do.



            7        MR. HOFFMAN:  Thank you.  Mr. Linares, I'll ask you



            8   the same questions.  Are you familiar with the exhibits



            9   that are listed in Roman Numeral 2B, including the



           10   motion for reopening the petition, the revised petition



           11   and the responses to the Council's interrogatories.



           12        MR. LINARES:  That's correct, yes.



           13        MR. HOFFMAN:  And did you prepare or cause to be



           14   prepared those documents?



           15        MR. LINARES:  Yes.



           16        MR. HOFFMAN:  And are they correct to the best of



           17   your information and belief?



           18        MR. LINARES:  Yes.



           19        MR. HOFFMAN:  And do you have any changes to those



           20   documents, other than what has already been discussed?



           21        MR. LINARES:  No changes.



           22        MR. HOFFMAN:  And do you adopt those as your sworn



           23   testimony here today?



           24        MR. LINARES:  Yes.



           25        MR. HOFFMAN:  Very good.  Mr. Kochis, I'll ask the
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            1   same questions of you.  Are you familiar with the



            2   exhibits in Roman Numeral 2B?



            3        MR. KOCHIS:  Yes.



            4        MR. HOFFMAN:  And did you prepare or cause to be



            5   prepared those exhibits, including the motion to reopen



            6   the petition, the revised petition, the response to the



            7   Siting Council's interrogatories and the prefiled



            8   testimony that is attributed to you?



            9        MR. KOCHIS:  Yes.



           10        MR. HOFFMAN:  And are those documents correct to



           11   the best of your information and belief?



           12        MR. LINARES:  Yes.



           13        MR. HOFFMAN:  Okay.  Other than what has been



           14   discussed above, are there any other changes or edits to



           15   those documents?



           16        MR. KOCHIS:  No changes.



           17        MR. HOFFMAN:  And do you adopt those as your sworn



           18   testimony here today?



           19        MR. KOCHIS:  I do.



           20        MR. HOFFMAN:  Mr. Shamas, are you familiar with the



           21   documents listed in Roman Numeral 2B?



           22        MR. SHAMAS:  Yes.



           23        MR. HOFFMAN:  And did you prepare or cause to be



           24   prepared those documents, including the motion for



           25   reopening the petition, the revised petition and the
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            1   response to interrogatories?



            2        MR. SHAMAS:  Yes.



            3        MR. HOFFMAN:  And are they correct to the best of



            4   your information and belief?



            5        MR. SHAMAS:  Yes.



            6        MR. HOFFMAN:  And other than what has been



            7   discussed previously, do you have any changes to those



            8   documents?



            9        MR. SHAMAS:  I do not.



           10        MR. HOFFMAN:  And do you adopt them as your sworn



           11   testimony today?



           12        MR. SHAMAS:  Yes.



           13        MR. HOFFMAN:  With that, Mr. Silvestri, I would ask



           14   that all of the exhibits in Roman Number 2B be adopted



           15   as full exhibits.



           16        MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you, Attorney Hoffman.  Does



           17   any party or intervener object to the admission of the



           18   petitioners exhibits?  Attorney Avena?



           19        MR. AVENA:  No objection, no.



           20        MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.  Attorney Gianquinto?



           21        MS. GIANQUINTO:  No objection.



           22        MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you, also.  The exhibits are



           23   admitted.  We will now begin with cross-examination of



           24   the petitioner by the Council, starting with staff



           25   person, Mr. Robert Mercier.
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            1        MR. MERCIER:  Thank you.  Just the first order of



            2   business would have to be, deal with the photograph of



            3   the sign that was submitted as Exhibit Number 11.  Can



            4   GRE submit a sign posting affidavit to the Council that



            5   describes when the sign was initially posted and when it



            6   was changed to the rescheduled public hearing?



            7        MR. LA MARCHE:  I am fine with submitting that.



            8        MR. SILVESTRI:  Again, in response to any



            9   questions, if you could please state your name and then



           10   provide your answer.



           11        MR. HOFFMAN:  Mr. Mercier, we can provide that as



           12   an affidavit, or I think that Mr. Kochis who installed



           13   the sign could testify to it here today.  Which is your



           14   preference?



           15        MR. MERCIER:  I suppose we could just testify to it



           16   as to when it was initially installed, do you have that



           17   date?



           18        MR. KOCHIS:  I would just have to find that, Lee.



           19        MR. HOFFMAN:  We could get that for you after the



           20   break, Mr. Mercier.



           21        MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  Thank you.  Now referring to



           22   the site access, I am going to be looking at site plan



           23   4.0, which was appendix A of the petition, just it gives



           24   a nice overview of the site.



           25        Now as the access leaves Oil Mill Road, it follows
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            1   an existing logging path, as shown.  It goes up to the



            2   elevated wetlands.  For this section from Oil Mill Road



            3   to the wetland crossing, besides the addition of gravel,



            4   what other improvements are needed to that road?



            5        MR. KOCHIS:  This is Steve Kochis, there are no



            6   other improvements proposed for that road, in terms of



            7   regrading or widening.



            8        MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  What, I understand that you



            9   will be installing the interconnection cable within the



           10   road; is that correct?



           11        MR. LA MARCHE:  This is Jean-Paul, I can answer



           12   that.  The very exact location of the feeder is yet to



           13   be final determined by Eversource.  So we will have to



           14   work with them in their final engineering space to



           15   define that.



           16        MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  Thank you.  One other feature



           17   of the road, I am not sure if it is going to be



           18   installed; are there any need for water bars or drainage



           19   swales on either side of the road?



           20        MR. KOCHIS:  No water bars or diversion swales are



           21   proposed for the access road between the onsite wetland



           22   and Oil Mill Road.



           23        MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  Thank you.  Now for the



           24   elevated logging road crossing that exists today, it



           25   crosses right by vernal pool three, in the consideration
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            1   of the initial petition by the Council, GRE stated that



            2   it would evaluate the suitability of the crossing for



            3   potential project use.  So was there any evaluation done



            4   of this existing elevated crossing to date?



            5        MR. KOCHIS:  Steve Kochis here, we have evaluated



            6   that crossing.  In combination, due to the fact of how



            7   it was constructed and the proximity to the wetlands, we



            8   have previously committed to not using that wetland



            9   crossing as our primary site access, and the plans will



           10   be revised to go across the utility right-of-way in a



           11   different location further to the north that will not



           12   involve the wetland crossing.



           13        MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  I don't think I clearly heard



           14   you.  You said it was evaluated and determined that it



           15   was not suitable; is that correct?



           16        MR. KOCHIS:  In combination of the construction of



           17   it, as a timber haul road and due to the proximity to



           18   the wetlands, it was determined that it would be



           19   beneficial to have an ulterior site access farther to



           20   the north which does not cross that wetland.



           21        MR. MERCIER:  Thank you.  Now referring to site



           22   plan 4.0, I believe you are going to be following the



           23   route of the existing logging road that extends along



           24   the east side of the wetland; is that correct?  And then



           25   it will turn to the north into the little northern solar
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            1   field area; is that correct?



            2        MR. KOCHIS:  Steve Kochis again, referring to site



            3   plan C-4.0, there's a turnaround currently proposed



            4   immediately to the south of basin one.  The intent will



            5   be to revise the plans to have a new road come to the



            6   southeast from that turnaround perpendicular across the



            7   right-of-way and connect to the road that is already



            8   proposed in that area on the other side, on the east of



            9   the right-of-way.



           10        MR. MERCIER:  Yes.  Thank you.  Staying with that



           11   site plan, I see how the proposed access road will go



           12   around the vernal pool to the north and then around



           13   basin one to the north and then will go to the



           14   cul-de-sac to the south and then cross the right-of-way



           15   as you sit.  Now looking at that proposed access road on



           16   the west side of the wetland, do you plan to use this



           17   configuration that is shown or are you going to



           18   straighten out the curves and potentially remove it from



           19   the 100-foot buffer zone around that wetland?



           20        MR. KOCHIS:  It is currently -- this is Steve



           21   Kochis again -- it is currently proposed to keep the



           22   road as currently shown on the west side of the wetlands



           23   and to reuse the existing road in that area.



           24        MR. MERCIER:  What is the state of the existing



           25   road?  Is it a logging, grassy logging path or is it a
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            1   gravel-type road?



            2        MR. KOCHIS:  Steve Kochis, again.  It is more of a



            3   grassy logging road, currently.



            4        MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  It is possible just to move it



            5   away from the 100-foot buffer along the east side --



            6   excuse me -- the west side of that wetland?  Just



            7   realign the road and maybe straighten it out?



            8        MR. KOCHIS:  It is possible.  It would just have to



            9   be investigated further and some minor regrading might



           10   be necessary of the existing slopes to make that happen.



           11        MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  Thank you.  Now for the



           12   right-of-way crossing, would there need to be any



           13   approval from Eversource to go across the right-of-way



           14   extending south from the basin one area?



           15        MR. LA MARCHE:  This Jean-Paul.  We do have to work



           16   with Eversource on approval for crossing their



           17   easements.



           18        MR. MERCIER:  Have you had any preliminary



           19   discussions regarding this issue with Eversource?



           20        MR. LA MARCHE:  We have.



           21        MR. MERCIER:  And were they receptive or is there



           22   some kind of issue that has to be resolved regarding



           23   clearance requirements?



           24        MR. LA MARCHE:  They were receptive.  We have not



           25   had that conversation in a significant amount of time.
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            1   But there are no known issues to my knowledge at this



            2   time.



            3        MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  Thank you.  Now going back to



            4   the vernal pool area, vernal pool three which we just



            5   talked about by the elevated road crossing, referring to



            6   the response to Council interrogatory 15, I asked about



            7   the vernal pool envelope and critical terrestrial



            8   habitat pre and post development.  And just trying to



            9   determine, was the analysis done just for the property



           10   itself or did those, did the critical terrestrial



           11   habitat figure extend onto the adjacent property?  Did



           12   you can limit the analysis just to the onsite property



           13   itself or, you know, in some cases these buffers extend



           14   to, onto adjacent properties.  I was wondering if those



           15   figures included the adjacent properties also.



           16        MR. KOCHIS:  This is Steve Kochis again.  I do not



           17   believe those figures included adjacent properties.  The



           18   limit of the vernal pool study was on the target site.



           19        MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  Thank you.  Were the logged



           20   areas within the critical terrestrial habitat and the



           21   vernal pool envelopes considered as disturbed or was



           22   your post development analysis only in relation to the



           23   solar field itself?



           24        MR. KOCHIS:  The areas that were marked as the



           25   areas that have been disturbed by the timber harvest
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            1   were considered to be disturbed for the sake of the



            2   existing and proposed disturbance numbers.



            3        MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  Now, do you have any numbers



            4   that would just give the disturbance in relation only to



            5   the solar field itself, leaving the logged areas as



            6   nondisturbed?



            7        MR. KOCHIS:  We do not have any figures of that, at



            8   this time, but we could prepare that.



            9        MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  The only reason I ask is



           10   because the initial analysis done back in 2018, I



           11   believe, that was in response to, I don't have that



           12   information in front of me -- but in any case, it was



           13   done that the, only the solar field itself was



           14   considered the disturbed area and not any forested or



           15   currently logged areas.  So I just wanted to have the



           16   numbers that were consistent.



           17        MR. KOCHIS:  Okay.  We can commit to preparing



           18   those numbers.



           19        MR. MERCIER:  Thank you.



           20        MR. KOCHIS:  Also just like to say, put on the



           21   record -- this is Steve Kochis -- I was the one that put



           22   the sign up at the site and I was also the one that



           23   edited the sign when the public hearing needed to be



           24   rescheduled.  The original sign was put up on June 9th,



           25   and the sign was updated on June 26th, and I was there
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            1   for both times.



            2        MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  Thank you very much.  Now



            3   referring to Council interrogatory 42, and this talks



            4   about the storm water basins that were in proximity to



            5   vernal pool three.  Now I understand that the two



            6   basins, I think it is basin one and basin 16, are going



            7   to be designed as pond type basins, and that way they



            8   will hold water in the spring.  And although you, the



            9   response states, they are unlikely to act as decoy



           10   pools, this possibility does exist; is that correct?



           11        MR. KOCHIS:  Do you have a response to that?



           12        MR. SHAMAS:  This is Jeff Shamas.  I am sorry,



           13   could you just repeat that question?



           14        MR. MERCIER:  Yes.  I believe that basin one and



           15   basin 16 are designed as pond type storm water basins in



           16   that they hold water typically in the spring, according



           17   to your response.  And although the response states that



           18   the two basins may not act as decoy pools, that



           19   possibility does still exist, correct?



           20        MR. SHAMAS:  It is feasible that they could act



           21   that way -- yes.



           22        MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  Thank you.  Now, of the two



           23   basins, is it more likely that spotted salamander would



           24   use storm water basin one as a decoy vernal pool, given



           25   that it is only 280 feet from the vernal pool, whereas
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            1   basin 16 is slightly more uphill and over, across an



            2   Eversource right-of-way?



            3        MR. SHAMAS:  Depends on their migratory path, to



            4   answer that.  But, you know, I would say not necessarily



            5   that the closer it is could be, but if it is in the



            6   migratory route of the specie, yes, it could.



            7        MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  Thank you.  Now, in the event



            8   that they do act as decoy pools, would GRE be willing to



            9   develop a post-construction monitoring protocol for



           10   those two basins to assess the potential for decoy pool



           11   breeding by the spotted salamander?  And if



           12   post-construction breeding is found, could a wildlife



           13   exclusion be installed around the basin to reduce the



           14   potential for the basin to act as a decoy pool?



           15        MR. LA MARCHE:  This is Jean-Paul.  I believe that



           16   we can commit to that.  I don't want to commit to any



           17   specific details, because I don't know what that plan



           18   includes, but in concept we can work to develop that.



           19        MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  Thank you.  Now referring to



           20   the DEEP letter, dated February 29th, 2020 in regard to



           21   the Easter Ribbon Snake, does GRE intend to employ the



           22   protected measures that are listed in the letter?



           23        MR. LA MARCHE:  This is Jean-Paul.  We intend to



           24   employ the protective measures that are included in the



           25   management plan that VHB prepared, as well as what was
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            1   provided to DEEP for their concurrence.  I don't know if



            2   Steve or Jeff if you can confirm that that is the same



            3   as the DEEP letter.



            4        MR. KOCHIS:  This is Steve.  I can hop in.  The



            5   proposed conservation measures for the Eastern Ribbon



            6   Snake that were recommended by DEEP were incorporated



            7   into our revised site plan that was provided to CT DEEP



            8   as part of our storm water permit application.  Those



            9   plans can be provided to the Siting Council after this



           10   hearing.



           11        MR. MERCIER:  Do the plans include any type of an



           12   environmental monitor to do any inspections for snakes,



           13   such as, you know, prior to the commencement of



           14   earthwork in areas up to 300 feet from the wetland?



           15        MR. KOCHIS:  This is Steve, again.  I would have to



           16   check on that and get back to you on that answer and the



           17   specific details of what is included in the plans.



           18        MR. MERCIER:  If there is no provision for a



           19   monitor to those plans, would GRE be accepting of having



           20   a monitor to inspect areas that are within 300 feet of



           21   the wetland prior to the commencement of construction?



           22        MR. LA MARCHE:  This is Jean-Paul, we are okay



           23   working on a monitoring plan.



           24        MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  Thank you.  In the petition



           25   attachment one, there was a US Fish and Wildlife letter
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            1   dated September 17th, 2019.  It stated that the project



            2   site was within the range of the Northern Long Eared



            3   Bat, but no critical habitat was identified in the area



            4   and no known roost trees were found.  Based on this



            5   document, does the petitioner have to take any further



            6   action or submit any additional information to the U.S.



            7   Fish and Wildlife Service?



            8        MR. SHAMAS:  This is Jeff Shamas.  At this time,



            9   no, there is no intent to have to submit anything back



           10   to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife.



           11        MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  So there is no requirement,



           12   not an intent, right?



           13        MR. SHAMAS:  Correct.  There is no requirement.



           14        MR. MERCIER:  Got it.  Okay.  For the U.S. Fish and



           15   Wildlife Survey -- excuse me -- Service, have



           16   recommended tree clearing restrictions for the Northern



           17   Long Eared Bat in Connecticut?  And if so, did they



           18   specify those restrictions for this site?



           19        MR. SHAMAS:  This is Jeff Shamas.  We have not



           20   received any of those types of requirements.



           21        MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  Thank you.  Moving on to



           22   Council interrogatory number 40, this pertains to the



           23   dam safety question.  Now I understand that no one from



           24   DEEP Storm Water asked GRE to reach out to the dam



           25   safety division, but was there any examination of
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            1   criteria that defines a dam for the storm water basins



            2   on site?



            3        MR. KOCHIS:  This is Steve Kochis, again.  There



            4   was no specific examination into the status of the storm



            5   water basins to be classified as dams.  However, I am



            6   familiar with the dam safety regulations and they are



            7   unclear about what needs to be classified as a dam.  So



            8   you would typically have to go through their process to



            9   determine what is a dam and what isn't, and it is not



           10   readily available information.



           11        MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  Well, does GRE intend to meet



           12   with the Dam Safety Division?



           13        MR. KOCHIS:  GRE -- sorry I'll -- sorry, this is



           14   Steve Kochis.  GRE is going through the CT DEEP Storm



           15   Water Permit Application and we will go through all the



           16   divisions that are required to go through to achieve



           17   that storm water permit.



           18        MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  So I, you are, so you are



           19   going to meet with the Dam Safety Division then,



           20   correct?



           21        MR. KOCHIS:  If we are requested to -- this is



           22   Steve, again -- if we are requested to by CT DEEP Storm



           23   Water staff.



           24        MR. MERCIER:  Based on your experience, do they



           25   typically referred you to that division for certain
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            1   projects?



            2        MR. KOCHIS:  Steve, again.  Based on my



            3   experience, in the past, they have not referred projects



            4   through the dam safety program.  However, very recently



            5   they have been.  This would come only in the last month



            6   or two since COVID regulation haves changed their



            7   preapplication format.



            8        MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  Thank you.  Now just referring



            9   to site plan C-4.6.  There is storm water basin four.



           10   It is a pond-type basin near the eastern side of the



           11   site and it shows, the site plan there shows a gravel



           12   road leading directly downhill to a gate just above the



           13   basin.  Now, given the orientation of the gravel road



           14   and the slope exceeding 50 percent of part of this road,



           15   is there any concern of storm water flowing downhill



           16   generally on the impervious gravel road and potentially



           17   causing road erosion and depositing sediment into the



           18   basin?



           19        MR. KOCHIS:  Steve Kochis, again.  It is feasible



           20   that this road could create erosion, however, a swale



           21   specifically to protect against that has been proposed



           22   as proposed swale 4.1 on the downhill side of that road,



           23   which will carry any sediments there.



           24        MR. MERCIER:  Is there any other type of road



           25   surfacing material that can be used in this area, such
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            1   as grass pavers, which I have seen at some sites?  Just



            2   to reduce the amount of potential erosion and flooding



            3   from vehicles using it?



            4        MR. KOCHIS:  There are definitely alternatives that



            5   are feasible to be to used, which could alter the



            6   performance of the site.  So we could look into, into



            7   that for specific areas of the site.



            8        MR. MERCIER:  When you say alter the performance of



            9   the site, what do you mean by that?



           10        MR. KOCHIS:  By that I mean, as you eluded to, the



           11   chance that sediment erosion may happen in specific



           12   areas.



           13        MR. MERCIER:  And just looking at the fence



           14   alignment that kind of surrounds the road as it descends



           15   in the turnaround and there's a gate, is there any need



           16   to have a fence in that location, or can you just move



           17   up the hill to where the corner of the solar field is?



           18        MR. KOCHIS:  This is Steve, again.  I believe the



           19   fence can be changed in that location as you requested



           20   without any significant project impacts.



           21        MR. MERCIER:  Thank you.  Now referring to the



           22   petitioner's response to Council's set to interrogatory



           23   43, this had to do with solar panels within 200 feet of



           24   identified wetlands.  If the solar field was



           25   reconfigured and the two identified areas in the
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            1   response, so that no panels are within 200 feet of the



            2   identified wetlands, could the storm water basins in



            3   these two areas be relocated to create a larger



            4   undisturbed buffer to nearby wetland?  That would be



            5   basin five and six and the eastern portion of the site



            6   and basins 12 and 13 on the wester portion of the site.



            7        MR. KOCHIS:  This is Steve Kochis, again.



            8   Regarding basins five and six, they would be challenging



            9   to relocate due to the nature of the topography in that



           10   area.  Those are the areas where the storm water



           11   naturally channelizes, so placing the basins in



           12   (inaudible) not able to capture all of the runoff from



           13   the project area.  Regarding, it is the same, that is



           14   the same situation with basins 12 and 13, as well.  They



           15   are placed in areas where storm water naturally



           16   channelizes prior to leaving the development.  So it



           17   would be a bit challenging to relocate those basins and



           18   have them be just as effective as they are currently



           19   proposed.



           20        MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  For basins 12 and 13, I see



           21   there is, you know, grading just above them.  And if you



           22   remove the panels, you just can't move them up the hill



           23   slightly and regrade the area just above the relocated



           24   portion to make sure the water drains into them?  It



           25   just seems like those basins potentially could be moved
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            1   back from the wetland area?



            2        MR. KOCHIS:  It is something we can certainly look



            3   into.  12 happens to have a natural swale that have,



            4   that exists discharging from the east to the west into



            5   the basin.  And 13 is located in a natural low spot.  So



            6   relocating the basins would just be moving them away



            7   from those existing features, is the only issue with



            8   that.  But we can look at that.



            9        MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  Thank you.  Now referring to



           10   the response to Council interrogatory 46, in set two, it



           11   discusses the design details of several infiltration



           12   basins.  And just to clarify the response, does the DEEP



           13   Storm Water Division examine the construction details of



           14   storm water basins when you submit the general permit?



           15        MR. KOCHIS:  This is Steve Kochis.  Yes, they do



           16   review the design details of storm water basins.



           17        MR. MERCIER:  And with that, do they examine the



           18   sub surface information provided with the request for



           19   general permit?



           20        MR. KOCHIS:  This is Steve, again.  CT DEEP does



           21   consider the geotechnical investigations as part of the



           22   review of storm water basin design.



           23        MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  So in this case, for basins



           24   three, five and 10, which are the infiltration basins,



           25   DEEP Storm Water will be the entity to determine if the

�

                                                                       40







            1   basins are designed properly, correct?



            2        MR. KOCHIS:  I believe that is the anticipation,



            3   yes.



            4        MR. MERCIER:  Just because in the initial response



            5   to this question it basically said the Council would



            6   have that responsibility, so I am unsure why that



            7   statement was made if DEEP Storm Water are the ones that



            8   would review it and approve it as part of the general



            9   permit.  I don't know if you have any comment on that.



           10        MR. KOCHIS:  I think the intent of that is, is



           11   suggesting that if the Council had a wish that the



           12   basins should be redesigned, the petitioner would be



           13   amenable to doing so.  And on a completely separate



           14   track, we will also be working with CT DEEP on the storm



           15   water permit and incorporating their comments in the



           16   project, as well.



           17        MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  Thank you.  Now, regarding the



           18   storm water calculations that were provided in Appendix



           19   B.  The model preexisting conditions, was woods in fair



           20   condition.  And I am just trying to determine why, what



           21   criteria was used to determine that woods in fair



           22   condition as the appropriate one to use for the



           23   calculation?



           24        MR. KOCHIS:  This is Steve Kochis, again.  The



           25   selection of, woods, fair, was used based on a review of
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            1   the site as a whole.  Obviously we did not have the



            2   benefit of seeing what the site looked like prior to the



            3   timber harvest being performed by the landowner.  But in



            4   an effort to be more conservative, we assumed a, how the



            5   site would have looked based on the portions of the site



            6   that were not affected by the timber harvest and assumed



            7   a land cover that the timber harvest, in the event that



            8   the timber harvest had not been performed, and we were



            9   aiming to be conservative in doing so.



           10        MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  So what you are stating is, by



           11   modelling the entire site as woods in fair



           12   condition, that is more conservative than woods in good



           13   condition?



           14        MR. KOCHIS:  No. But it is more conservative than



           15   modeling the site as having approximately 50 or 60 acres



           16   of which have had their trees cleared for timber



           17   harvest.



           18        MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  So what you -- okay.  So you



           19   wouldn't say, you know, a certain percentage of the site



           20   is in good condition the other percent is in fair



           21   condition; you are stating that that is not



           22   representative of the existing conditions and flow



           23   paths?



           24        MR. KOCHIS:  So our analysis of the portions of the



           25   site which were not cleared by the timber harvest was
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            1   that it exhibited most closely a woods fair condition.



            2        MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  What is that, exactly?



            3        MR. KOCHIS:  That assumption was made based on the



            4   land cover, the general rockiness and the amount of



            5   underbrush and the spacing of the trees.



            6        MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  So the nontimbered areas,



            7   which actually are shown on site plan 5.0, you are



            8   stating the land cover there is poor, the forest is in a



            9   poor state, fair state because probably poor soil?



           10        MR. KOCHIS:  That is correct.  It is generally tied



           11   to the underbrush.



           12        MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  Thank you for clarifying that.



           13   Okay.  For, talk about clearing for a second.  Now I



           14   understand you already discussed this project with DEEP



           15   Storm Water and the initial construction sequence,



           16   including clearing and grubbing of the site with



           17   subsequent seeding prior to the winter months and then



           18   construction would proceed in the following spring.



           19   Now, just to be clear, this initial phasing schedule was



           20   not a DEEP Storm Water Division requirement for this



           21   project, or was it?



           22        MR. KOCHIS:  This is Steve, again.  I wouldn't call



           23   it a requirement, but it was requested of us to clear



           24   the site and allow it to go through a growing season



           25   prior to construction.
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            1        MR. MERCIER:  Have you had any subsequent



            2   discussions with DEEP regarding the potential schedule,



            3   given that it most likely won't be able to be cleared or



            4   seeded this year if this site was approved?



            5        MR. KOCHIS:  JP, do you have any thoughts on that?



            6        MR. LA MARCHE:  No, I have not had any further



            7   conversations with DEEP on that schedule.  It's, it's a



            8   little bit of a challenge in that between when we had



            9   these initials conversations and now the world has



           10   changed quite immensely and our schedules have had to



           11   change, as well, and because of that we have not created



           12   or requested finalized schedules for the clearing,



           13   grubbing and reseeding.  We do fully intend to maintain



           14   that concept once we do have visibility into approval



           15   time frame and when we are able to move forward.



           16        MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  Thank you.  Now, just in



           17   general, I understand that you are not sure of the



           18   phasing, but how would site phasing proceed in that, you



           19   know, when you start the logging operation, are you, do



           20   you plan to use the existing logging roads and the



           21   elevated crossing for that activity or are you going to



           22   construct a new access road around the wetlands, as we



           23   talked about previously?



           24        MR. KOCHIS:  This is Steve Kochis, I believe the



           25   anticipation would be that any access roads, permanent
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            1   access roads would be constructed as early as possible



            2   and we would not intend to use the existing haul road



            3   for the purposes of clearing the site.



            4        MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  So any clearing necessary for



            5   the road, new roads you are going to establish, you will



            6   take care of and then hold off for the rest of the site



            7   until the roads are established, that would not serve



            8   the site when it is done?



            9        MR. KOCHIS:  The intent -- this is Steve, again --



           10   the intent will be to construct those roads as early as



           11   feasible and use them to the maximum extent possible.



           12   Just by the nature of construction, I don't believe we



           13   can commit to using that 100 percent of the time as they



           14   will have to get to certain areas in certain ways.



           15   But, the intent will be to use those roads as early and



           16   as often as possible.



           17        MR. MERCIER:  Now, once the grubbing and logging is



           18   complete, the phasing include 10 acres increments, such



           19   that you work an area with grading and installing



           20   racking, and then you move onto the next area, or how



           21   would the phasing proceed once you want to start with



           22   the main areas of the solar field?



           23        MR. KOCHIS:  This is Steve.  The way the project is



           24   proposed to be phased is that all the tree clearing and



           25   the road installation and the installation of the
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            1   erosion control measures, including all of the temporary



            2   sediment traps and silt fence, will be installed in the



            3   first phase of the project.  And then any portion of the



            4   site that we are disturbing for construction will fall



            5   within a protected erosion control zone.



            6        MR. MERCIER:  Right.  But how would you divide up



            7   the actual site into sections where you are installing



            8   racking and driving posts, things of that nature?  Are



            9   you going to work north to south in certain increments,



           10   10 acres or 15 acres or five acres, or are you going to



           11   work in different areas at the same time?



           12        MR. KOCHIS:  I believe -- this is Steve, again.



           13   And I believe the intent will be, most likely, to work



           14   from south to north, as far as the rack construction.



           15   The first thing that will happen will be that the posts



           16   are driven in, then within a couple of weeks of that



           17   happening, in that, in those same areas, the tables for



           18   the solar panels will be installed on those piles and



           19   then the last thing that will happen is that panels are



           20   installed on the tables, in a three phase, sort of,



           21   construction way, moving, moving in one direction on the



           22   site.  I do not believe it is anticipated to work in



           23   multiple locations on the site at one time.



           24        MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  How would stabilization of the



           25   disturbed areas proceed, and as construction proceeds.
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            1   You know, once you grub the site, are you going to have



            2   the entire site, are you going to have the entire site



            3   pretty much disturbed, so how are going to stabilize



            4   that area?



            5        MR. KOCHIS:  The intent will be to use erosion



            6   control blankets and hydro seed with tackifier, which is



            7   a CT DEEP approved method for temporary stabilization.



            8   And we will be looking to do that as soon as we can once



            9   the racks are installed, we will be there to hydro seed



           10   the site.



           11        MR. MERCIER:  So as racking proceeds and there is



           12   equipment driving up and down the row areas, I'll call



           13   them, you know, the soil disturbance, are you going to



           14   hydro seed in increments?



           15        MR. KOCHIS:  That is correct.



           16        MR. MERCIER:  Okay.



           17        MR. KOCHIS:  The hydro seeding will follow the rack



           18   installation.



           19        MR. MERCIER:  Gotcha.  Thank you.  And so once you



           20   want to install the panels, would you have to hydro seed



           21   again because there is equipment and vehicles driving up



           22   and down the road areas installing panels?



           23        MR. KOCHIS:  This is Steve, again.  By the



           24   construction sequence, we committed to hydro seeding



           25   that as necessary for areas that are redisturbed.
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            1   However, it's also not anticipated that that heavy



            2   equipment is going to be used to install the panels once



            3   the tables are up.  They are typically installed by



            4   using pick-up trucks and they are installed by hand.  So



            5   it is not the same level of equipment once the tables



            6   for the panels are up.



            7        MR. MERCIER:  Okay.



            8        MR. KOCHIS:  However, we will reseed as necessary.



            9        MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  Thank you.  Now as you



           10   discussed before, some of the nonlogged areas, you know,



           11   had probably exposed bedrock and ledge and, you know,



           12   shallow soils to bedrock.  And actually it is shown



           13   pretty much on site plan BS1, in the Appendix A, on the



           14   site plans.  How will construction occur in these areas?



           15   You are going to have pretty much exposed rock, how are



           16   you going to control water or anything that is flowing,



           17   you know, off these hard surfaces to adjacent areas if



           18   there is really no soil that is usable to have seed



           19   grow?



           20        MR. KOCHIS:  This is Steve, again.  The intent will



           21   be to the maximum extent possible to use the onsite



           22   stone and crush it onsite and use that stone where we



           23   can for access roads and for rip rap stabilization



           24   areas.



           25        MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  So for the bedrock areas where
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            1   you are going to install the posts, you are going to



            2   tear some of that up and use it elsewhere, is what you



            3   are stating, correct?



            4        MR. KOCHIS:  This is Steve, again.  For some of



            5   these areas, that is correct.  It is going to vary by



            6   area to area, as far as the level of rock removal and.



            7        MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  I guess my question is, how



            8   are you going to promote seed growth in these areas that



            9   have shallow soils or actually exposed bedrock, you



           10   know, to cut down on water flowing from the hard



           11   surfaces to softer surfaces that could erode?



           12        MR. KOCHIS:  This is Steve, again.  This was kind



           13   of something that has, that has been discussed with CT



           14   DEEP to date.  And the intent is that we will be



           15   monitoring the site for vegetative growth as is required



           16   for the storm water, the CT DEEP Storm Water General



           17   permit process and we will have to work to find



           18   solutions for the areas that, that were not achieving



           19   the vegetative growth that will be required as part of



           20   the CT DEEP Storm Water General Permit.



           21        MR. MERCIER:  In these areas, if some of the



           22   perimeter areas on the east side of the site are exposed



           23   ledge, that is shown that site plan BS1, how would a



           24   permitter controls be installed there, erosion fencing



           25   and things of that nature?
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            1        MR. KOCHIS:  For the areas of the site where the



            2   perimeter fencing is installed, we don't, they don't



            3   have to be installed to have particular concern that



            4   will be able to get the silt fence in.  And then



            5   furthermore, on fairly extensive geotechnical area of



            6   the storm water basins, and then to bring in the bedrock



            7   and ledge in those areas, and we designed the basins to



            8   stay out of them.



            9        MR. MERCIER:  Thank you.  I understood the basin



           10   part.  Could you please repeat the erosion control fence



           11   installation along the ledge areas, how would that be



           12   accomplished?  Your voice cut out for a moment.



           13        MR. KOCHIS:  Sure.  Sorry about that.  The silt



           14   fence does not need to be installed very deep.  Where



           15   necessary we will remove rock to get the silt fence in,



           16   but we don't anticipate having significant concerns



           17   about being able to get the silt fence in with the rock



           18   where the silt fence is proposed.



           19        MR. MERCIER:  I am just curious how you are going



           20   to install it on the rock.  If you remove the rock,



           21   wouldn't there be more rock under it?



           22        MR. KOCHIS:  We would have to replace the rock with



           23   over burn material.



           24        MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  Thank you for the



           25   clarification.  Thank you, I have no further questions
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            1   at this time.



            2        MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you, Mr. Mercier.  We will



            3   continue with cross-examination of the petitioner by Mr.



            4   Morissette.



            5        MR. MORISSETTE:  Thank you, Mr. Silvestri.  Can you



            6   hear me okay?



            7        MR. SILVESTRI:  I can.



            8        MR. LA MARCHE:  I can hear you, as well, this is



            9   Jean-Paul.



           10        MR. MORISSETTE:  Great.  Thank you.  I am going to



           11   site with Siting Council's first set of interrogatories.



           12   The first interrogatory indicates that the life of the



           13   facility is 35 years.  Does this mean that the panels



           14   themselves will last 35 years, or is there some sort of



           15   repowering that will occur over the period of its life?



           16        MR. LA MARCHE:  Their, I am going to answer this in



           17   a couple of different ways -- this is Jean-Paul -- just



           18   to be as clear as possible.  The initial term of the PPA



           19   contract is 20 years.  We expect afterwards, (inaudible)



           20   in a different manner, therefore the project will



           21   continue on past that.



           22        MR. MORISSETTE:  I am sorry, but you cut out there



           23   for a second.



           24        MR. LA MARCHE:  Sorry.  The initial term of the PPA



           25   is 20 years.  We intend to sell the power on a different
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            1   market after those 20 years.  It may not be 35 years, it



            2   may be a little bit more, it may be a little bit less,



            3   that is an estimate.



            4        In terms of the life of the modules, there is some



            5   uncertainty, of course, in how long they exactly will



            6   last.  The expectation is generally that they degrade at



            7   half a percent a year.  And we assume this linearly.



            8   The module manufacturers will typically guarantee power



            9   output for in the order of 20 to 25 years.  If we are



           10   continuing to sell power after that 25-year period and



           11   there is a decrease in power output that becomes too



           12   problematic, we could consider a repowering, but at this



           13   time there is no expectation of the need to do that.  In



           14   that we expect the modules will last longer.



           15        MR. MORISSETTE:  Very good.  Thank you for



           16   clarifying that.  Okay.  Moving onto number 16 in the



           17   same set of interrogatories.  Is it, is it possible to



           18   provide a revised site plan with your proposed access



           19   roads identified on the plan?



           20        MR. KOCHIS:  This is Steve Kochis.  Yes, we can



           21   provide that.



           22        MR. MORISSETTE:  That would be very helpful.  Thank



           23   you.  Now, moving to the response to number 26.



           24   Now, Connecticut DEEP considers the panels themselves as



           25   being impervious.  And it says here that your design is
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            1   based on the Minnesota public drainage manual as being



            2   conservative.  By being conservative, does, would it



            3   equate to the panels being pervious, or is that, can you



            4   not draw that parallel conclusion?



            5        MR. KOCHIS:  This is Steve Kochis.  So, I think



            6   what you meant was that the panels were impervious, to



            7   be conservative.  So, how we are being conservative is



            8   that the guidance document regarding the construction of



            9   solar arrays prepared by CT DEEP, which is out for



           10   public comment right now, suggests that there is a list



           11   of criteria that you can meet that mean that you do not



           12   have to consider the panels as impervious for the sake



           13   of water quality volume computation.  We meet those



           14   criteria in our site design.  However to be conservative



           15   on top of that, we are using the Minnesota guidelines to



           16   provide water quality treatment, even when the guidance



           17   suggests that we do not have to.



           18        MR. MORISSETTE:  Very good.  That is helpful.



           19   Okay.  Okay.  My next question, and we can probably go



           20   to the stump grubbing map attached to this first set of



           21   interrogatories.  Although my question is not associated



           22   with grubbing, it is really associated with the --



           23   actually, why don't we do this.  Let's go to set, Siting



           24   Council set two, response to number 43.  Okay.  In that



           25   response you say that there is approximately 300 panels
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            1   that can be relocated to increase the buffer to 200 feet



            2   close to storm water basins 12 and 13 and five and six.



            3   This is a two-part question.  Where, if you, in fact,



            4   did that, where would the 300 panels go?  Let's start



            5   there.  Where would the 300 panels be distributed to?



            6        MR. LA MARCHE:  This is Jean-Paul.  I can respond.



            7   We would not redistribute the 300 modules.



            8        MR. MORISSETTE:  Oh, you would not.  So you would



            9   take a derating on the facility?



           10        MR. LA MARCHE:  There would be a potentially minor



           11   reduction in the DC power output by the reduction of



           12   those 300 modules.



           13        MR. MORISSETTE:  Okay.  Okay.  Considering the



           14   wetland two, I think this question is for Mr. Shamas as



           15   to, you know, having those panels close to wetlands,



           16   wetland number two, and not being 200 feet, giving the



           17   value of that wetland, do you see that as a detriment to



           18   the wetland?



           19        MR. SHAMAS:  I don't see it being a detriment to



           20   the wetland.  I see the, we are still maintaining a



           21   buffer to the wetlands and not, and managing the storm



           22   water that is coming off the developed areas.  So I



           23   don't see that being as an adverse impact to those



           24   wetland systems.



           25        MR. MORISSETTE:  All right.  Given that Mr.
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            1   Davidson's function and values of wetland two seem to



            2   indicate that, you know, it was pretty minor



            3   wetland, doesn't appear that having those panels there



            4   would be an impact.  Those are all the questions that I



            5   have at this time.  Thank very much.



            6        MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you Mr. Morissette.  Just



            7   before we proceed, Jean-Paul, I did have a quick



            8   clarifying question for you.  When you say repowering,



            9   what does repowering mean?



           10        MR. LA MARCHE:  Well, I use that same term because



           11   I believe that was what was in the question.  But my



           12   intent there was, you know, it was in relation to



           13   degradation of performance of the solar panels



           14   themselves.  So it would be a targeted approach of



           15   replacing or addressing performance issues on the



           16   modules.  Most likely in trying to predict the future,



           17   it would be using, using new modules, rather than a



           18   repair or anything like that.



           19        MR. SILVESTRI:  Okay.  Thank you for the



           20   clarification.  I'd like to proceed with Mr. Harder for



           21   continued cross-examination.



           22        MR. HARDER:  Thank you.  Just really one question



           23   at this point, and a comment.  Question refers to the



           24   dam safety discussion we had earlier this afternoon.



           25   And I guess it seemed that the answers that were given
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            1   were all along the lines of the old, you look at the dam



            2   safety issues if the storm water people suggested or



            3   directed to.  But that seems like a circuitous route to



            4   take.  Why not just ask the dam safety people directly?



            5   Why not get the answer from the horses mouth?



            6        MR. KOCHIS:  This is Steve, again.  I'll answer



            7   that question.  The best answer I can give there, is



            8   that, you know, we are looking to meet the regulations



            9   and requirements of the Siting Council petition process



           10   and the CT DEEP Storm Water General Permit process.  And



           11   that storm water permit process does not necessarily



           12   require you to go to dam safety.  It is only in their



           13   judgement that they may refer you to them.



           14        MR. HARDER:  Okay.  I guess I understand that.  But



           15   separate from the storm water requirements and the



           16   Siting Council requirements, you may be required to



           17   comply with dam safety requirements.  Whether storm



           18   water staff tell you that or not, I would think the last



           19   thing you would want to find out is well into the



           20   process of construction or operating the system, you



           21   find out that you should have gotten a dam safety permit



           22   and you didn't.  So why not ask them directly?



           23        MR. KOCHIS:  We are amenable -- this is Steve,



           24   again -- we are amenable to talking to dam safety.  We



           25   can do that.
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            1        MR. HARDER:  Okay.  I think that would make sense.



            2   I guess the other thing, like I said, I just had a



            3   comment.  I think it is good that you've, in the revised



            4   petition you pulled back some of the areas on the



            5   southern part of the site from some of the steep slopes.



            6   And I guess this is a kind of application that



            7   highlights some of the overlap between Siting Council



            8   concerns and storm water concerns, storm water permit



            9   requirements.  But I guess I have to say, I am still



           10   concerned about the proximity of parts of the proposed



           11   system and the storm water controls to those areas.  I



           12   am concerned about, you know, in significant storm



           13   events that, you know, sudden large volumes of rainfall



           14   and runoff, you know, being fairly close to the



           15   receiving waters down slope.  Again, recognizing that



           16   you have to get a storm water permit and those



           17   requirements, those issues will be dealt with in that



           18   process, also.  But I have to say, I am still concerned



           19   about that.  And that is all the comments I have right



           20   now.  Thank you.



           21        MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you, Mr. Harder.  We will



           22   continue cross-examination with Mr. Hannon.



           23        MR. HANNON:  So I guess I am going to be the pebble



           24   in the shoe today.



           25        MR. SILVESTRI:  I never looked at you that way Mr.
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            1   Hannon.



            2        MR. HANNON:  Well, they might.  I do have a bunch



            3   of questions.  Starting on page two of the introduction.



            4   There is a comment that says infiltration testing was



            5   performed in the location of the proposed infiltration



            6   basins, and 50 percent of the lowest rate at each basin



            7   was used for the hydrologic modeling.  You also had a



            8   geotechnic engineering company prepare documents, a



            9   Connecticut-based company.  You talked about soil



           10   conditions, geotechnical characteristics, geotechnical



           11   overview, earth worm, pile foundations, roadways, but



           12   yet on Mr. Trinkaus' prefiled testimony, page five, he



           13   states in question 11, parenthesis four, although GRE



           14   has conducted some soil testing in connection with the



           15   reopening of the original position, that testing was



           16   inadequate to capture the soil properties of the site.



           17   Would you care to explain or comment on that?



           18        MR. LA MARCHE:  Steve, can you comment on that?



           19        MR. KOCHIS:  Yes.  This is Steve Kochis.  I believe



           20   we had followed the 2004 Storm Water Quality Manual in



           21   terms of preparing geotechnical investigation that meets



           22   the requirements of the manual for the design of storm



           23   water basins.



           24        MR. HANNON:  I just thought there might be more of



           25   an answer there, but he is basically saying that he
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            1   thinks the testing was done, was inadequate.  I mean, I



            2   don't know if you have got somebody there from the



            3   company that did the geotechnic work, but I would think



            4   that, again, being a Connecticut company they might have



            5   something to say about that.  So I am, I mean, you got



            6   two opposing views here.  I am just trying to get what



            7   your position is, not whether or not you think you



            8   complied with the State standards.  I was just looking



            9   for a little more detail.



           10        MR. KOCHIS:  Yes.  This is Steve.  I understand



           11   your concern.  We do not have a representative of the



           12   firm as a witness today that prepared the boring log



           13   pits.  However, I personally was out there with another,



           14   with soil scientists and did all the storm water



           15   geotechnical investigations.  And as stated, we feel



           16   that they were done in concordance with what the manual



           17   prescribes.



           18        MR. HANNON:  I got some other questions I'll come



           19   back to, as it relates to the geotechnic stuff.



           20        Looking at map C-4.0.  The map shows basin



           21   locations and some site grading.  So what is being



           22   proposed on that map, is that the extent of the proposed



           23   grading on site?



           24        MR. KOCHIS:  This is Steve.  That is correct.  The



           25   grading that is shown on C4.0 is the only grading we are
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            1   proposing on the site.  Generally speaking, the existing



            2   grades are acceptable for construction tolerances and



            3   also for the tolerances of the solar panel equipment.



            4   So we are only proposing to regrade areas that are in



            5   excess of a 15 percent slope.  And the storm water



            6   basins, of course.



            7        MR. HANNON:  Okay.  Do you know, off the top of



            8   your head or somewhere in the documents, what the area



            9   of preconstruction grades, 15 percent and therefore



           10   preconstruction grades in excess of 15 percent?  I am



           11   just trying to get a rough idea as to the percentage of



           12   the area that you are talking about regrading.



           13        MR. KOCHIS:  This is Steve, again.  I don't have



           14   the exact number in front of me.  I could certainly get



           15   that to you.  However, I do know that after we pulled



           16   the project back from some of the steeper slopes around



           17   the perimeter of the project, the area of regrading



           18   which is currently above 15 percent is approximately



           19   five to six acres, which represents less than 10 percent



           20   of the overall project limits.  Once we do that, and



           21   like I said, it is intended to regrade any areas in



           22   excess of 15 percent.  Anything within the project



           23   limits should be under 15 percent, so that would be



           24   effectively zero.  Zero acres.



           25        MR. HANNON:  Okay.  Then an issue was raised a
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            1   little bit earlier regarding the panels and whether or



            2   not they are considered impervious, pervious.  I know



            3   that there were some issues associated with Mr.



            4   Trinkaus' comments about that, but I am just kind of



            5   curious because I thought that DEEP had in their



            6   guidance that panels could be considered pervious if



            7   there were certain criteria met, and I am not sure if



            8   you do or don't meet that criteria, and can you explain



            9   whether or not you do meet that criteria?  I think there



           10   were like four components to it.



           11        MR. KOCHIS:  Yes.  This is Steve, again.  That's



           12   correct.  There, I believe there are four components to



           13   meeting the criteria that allows you to not consider the



           14   panels impervious.  And that is only for the sake of



           15   water quality treatment.  That is not for the purposes



           16   of the grade of runoff attenuation.  And we do believe



           17   that we meet those -- are you looking for me to go that,



           18   through them line-by-line to say how we are meeting



           19   them, is that the question.



           20        MR. HANNON:  Well, again, you know, part of the



           21   issue that may come up later is you have somebody saying



           22   that the panels should be considered impervious.  I



           23   don't think you are treating them as impervious.  You



           24   may have your reasons why, but I think this is going to



           25   end up being a dialogue that we are going to have to
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            1   show why you are taking your position and somebody else



            2   is going to be raising the issue why they are taking



            3   their position.  So I don't know if you want to do it



            4   now or you want to do it later.



            5        MR. SILVESTRI:  Well, from my standpoint -- if I



            6   could interject -- Mr. Hannon is right on line with a



            7   number of questions that I was going to ask you later.



            8   Why don't we do it now.



            9        MR. KOCHIS:  Sure.  This is Steve.  I'll tackle



           10   that issue.  You know, as a professional general, I have



           11   researched how to model these panels.  I have not seen



           12   literature in the State that has suggested that the



           13   panels need to be impervious for the sake of the grade



           14   of runoff attenuation.  But as I noted before, we do



           15   meet the criteria to waive the panels being impervious



           16   for the sake of water quality volume computation.



           17   So, you know, in my experience and to my knowledge, this



           18   project has been designed in accordance with State



           19   regulations on how to model solar panels for the sake of



           20   storm water.



           21        MR. HANNON:  I mean, there may be some other folks



           22   that we, you know, want to follow up on that, too.



           23        Okay.  GRE has conducted soil survey for the site,



           24   that is correct, yes?



           25        MR. KOCHIS:  That's correct.  VHB performed the
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            1   storm water geotechnical investigations for the basin



            2   locations.



            3        MR. HANNON:  And there was also work done to try



            4   and determine the infiltrated capacity of the site and



            5   also as it relates to where certain storm water



            6   management measures were being proposed; is that



            7   correct?



            8        MR. KOCHIS:  That is correct.



            9        MR. HANNON:  Okay.  And DEEP guidelines call for



           10   the reduction of the hydraulic soil group present on



           11   site by one step to account for compaction of soils at



           12   the site resulting in machinery traffic, you know,



           13   things of that nature.  And I know that Mr. Trinkaus



           14   states that with respect to that, it should be two soil



           15   classifications.  So can you please speak to that?



           16        MR. KOCHIS:  Sure.  This is Steve, again.  We are,



           17   as part of the redesign of the project from petition



           18   1347 to 1347A, we have incorporated a one, a loss of one



           19   hydraulic soil group from existing to proposed, in



           20   accordance with the CT DEEP Storm Water Modeling



           21   Guidance.  We have not seen any guidance for the State



           22   that has suggested, that required use of a loss of two



           23   groups, and so we haven't done that on this project.



           24        MR. HANNON:  Okay.  Sort of following along the



           25   lines with the storm water basins; on Mr. Trinkaus'
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            1   submittal page 8, question 12, the multiple types of



            2   storm water basins proposed be GRE are not in compliance



            3   with the design standards in the 2004 manual.  Talks



            4   about four bays, long flow paths from inlet to outlet,



            5   micropools, things of that nature; how do you respond to



            6   that?



            7        MR. KOCHIS:  This is Steve, again.  The response to



            8   that is that we do believe that the site plans were done



            9   in conformance with all state guidance and regulations



           10   for storm water modeling and design and we are going



           11   through the CT DEEP Storm Water General Permit process,



           12   as we responded to Mr. Mercier's questions, for the



           13   specific design of the basins, as well.  And they will



           14   be reviewing those specific designs.



           15        MR. HANNON:  Now, the basins that are proposed on



           16   this plan, are they more for, sort of, general location



           17   and general design and that the material that would



           18   ultimately be submitted for storm water general permit



           19   is much more detailed in scope?



           20        MR. KOCHIS:  Generally, these same plans were



           21   submitted to the CT DEEP Storm Water General Permit.



           22        MR. HANNON:  Sticking on the basin issue, one



           23   example that was given was basin five was an



           24   infiltration basin.  The bottom of the basin is below



           25   the seasonal high ground water table.  Jerry attempted
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            1   to put together some infiltrated practices on the



            2   site, but in reading in a couple of different



            3   locations, I think there was response to Save the Water,



            4   Save the Hills, I think there was question 82, I thought



            5   the comment was that you don't expect to get a whole lot



            6   of infiltration out of the basins so you are not



            7   including any of the infiltration in your calculations.



            8   But if that is the case, why are you proposing to put in



            9   infiltration basins?



           10        MR. KOCHIS:  Sure.  This is Steve, again, it's,



           11   it's a global theme for storm water design in



           12   Connecticut for many reasons to promote infiltration to



           13   the maximum extent possible.  And in my experience, I



           14   found that to be beneficial in site design, as well.



           15   So, we have made, we have taken the geotechnical



           16   investigations that we have done into consideration in



           17   the design of the basins, and to the maximum extent



           18   practicable, have tried to promote infiltration as much



           19   as we can.



           20        MR. HANNON:  Okay.  And then there are also some



           21   sand filters, I guess, that are proposed in some of the



           22   basins.  And again, in reading the response question



           23   82, I think, state, or your response stated that sand



           24   filters screen storm water runoff before collected and



           25   subsequently discharging through an under drain pipe,
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            1   but I didn't see that in any of the designs, where there



            2   any under drain pipes or things of that nature.  And all



            3   I remember seeing are spillways, things of that nature.



            4   So I am a little confused as to where that came from.



            5        MR. KOCHIS:  This is Steve, again.  The sand filter



            6   designs are to be constructed per the detail, on the



            7   details page.  And that is correct.  That the sand



            8   filter designs have generally been proposed in areas of



            9   shallow ledge where we are will not get any infiltration



           10   to serve as a water quality treatment measure.  And the



           11   intent will be to put the under drain out into the



           12   Riprap spillway.



           13        MR. HANNON:  Okay.  And then going back to the



           14   introduction area, page 13.  Says, no tree clearing will



           15   take place within 100 feet of the designated wetlands



           16   except minor selected clearing.  I am assuming that that



           17   is clearing, not grubbing, grading, things of that



           18   nature, but it is just taking down trees associated with



           19   shading issues?



           20        MR. KOCHIS:  This is Steve, again.  I'll respond to



           21   that one.  I believe the answer to that one is that the



           22   selected clearing areas would be very minor areas for



           23   access roads, such as the existing access road, just to



           24   make sure that they are usable and truck traffic won't



           25   hit those trees.  All the tree clearing has been kept
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            1   outside of the 100 foot buffers to wetlands.  So we are



            2   not anticipating any tree clearing within 100 foot of



            3   the wetland.



            4        MR. HANNON:  Now on page 14, you talk about areas



            5   between perimeter fence and limits of clearing received



            6   amidst the native, low lying plants, shrubs and ground



            7   cover.  Has anybody looked at including pollinator



            8   species in that mixture?



            9        MR. LA MARCHE:  This is Jean-Paul.  We intend to



           10   have the seed mixture have flowers that are valuable to



           11   pollinator species.



           12        MR. HANNON:  Okay.



           13        MR. LA MARCHE:  One of the other interrogatories



           14   that were asked of us was, would this, would we work



           15   with the, I believe it was Massachusetts approved



           16   pollinator habitat, and our answer there, too, was that



           17   we intend to follow the guidelines and incorporate as



           18   much as we possibly can, although there are small



           19   aspects that are different between what is correct for



           20   that location and what is correct for this location.



           21        MR. HANNON:  Okay.  Thank you.  On page 17 there is



           22   a paragraph in this that talks about removing snow and



           23   there maybe in some extreme events, you need to remove



           24   it.  But it also talks about module washing is performed



           25   on both a scheduled basis, as well as corrective measure
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            1   if there is a major soiling event, but you don't provide



            2   any details on how you would be cleaning the panels.



            3   Can you please provide some guidance.



            4        MR. LA MARCHE:  Sure.  Typically module are washed



            5   with, I mean, similar to how you would wash windows, but



            6   on a large scale.  It can be done with a water truck,



            7   with a hose, with a wiper.  It is really just an act of



            8   removing debris from the module surface.



            9        MR. HANNON:  Well, I need to go back a little, for



           10   a little clarification.  We wash our windows, we use



           11   cleaners.  It is not water.  So I just want to make sure



           12   you are not using any type of chemicals, cleaner, things



           13   of that nature.



           14        MR. LA MARCHE:  That is correct.  Water only.



           15        MR. HANNON:  Okay.  Moving into some of the maps.



           16   Maps C-3.6.  On the right-hand side, over by the



           17   permanent storm water basin number three.  I can see you



           18   making the corner and there is a number of other areas



           19   like this, I can see you making the corner if you are on



           20   a bike, but I am not sure how you make that turn in a



           21   vehicle.  So, I have seen a number of areas like this on



           22   the site where you have some corners, where there is a



           23   radius.  You got others where at the sharp angle you



           24   could be clipping some of the solar panels.  So I am not



           25   sure that the actual road layout is in area is that
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            1   good.  Just like on page C, for map C-3.7, it is the



            2   same type of thing.  You got a bunch of 90-degree turns,



            3   and I am not sure how equipment is going to make it in



            4   there.  So can you explain that?



            5        MR. KOCHIS:  This is Steve Kochis.  So we do have



            6   some right angles in the gravel access road.  However,



            7   this is a 15-foot wide road and construction vehicles,



            8   or any other vehicles, could use the whole thing when



            9   they are driving around.  So we do believe that they



           10   will be able to navigate the site due to the width, the



           11   actual width of the road.



           12        MR. HANNON:  Okay.  On map C-4.8.  The lower



           13   portion of the site, just above that little cul-de-sac,



           14   it talks about an area to be excavated to enlarge



           15   sediment trap 13A, as depicted.  And to the left of



           16   that, along that, sort of, bottom row of panels, there



           17   is a note, proposed stabilized outlet from sediment area



           18   for sediment trap 13A area.  I mean, are you putting in



           19   a pipe there?  I don't see anything on the plans, other



           20   than a note.  So I am just trying to figure out what



           21   exactly is that you are doing in that area.



           22        MR. KOCHIS:  This is Steve.  The intent for that



           23   area is to use natural depression as a sediment trap,



           24   where the water, water goes today.  That proposed



           25   stabilized outlet will be, is intended to be a Riprap
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            1   spillway of sorts, to allow water to cross the road



            2   without eroding the roadway.



            3        MR. HANNON:  Now is there a chance of collecting



            4   water in that sediment trap area, discharging it to a



            5   single point to create some erosion issues down slope



            6   there.  Because not that far to the east, it looks as



            7   though you are doing a bunch of regrading in that area.



            8        MR. KOCHIS:  Based -- this is Steve, again.  Based



            9   upon the review of the topography and site visits, that



           10   area naturally generalizes today.  So we are not



           11   changing the functioning of that area as a drainage



           12   water course.



           13        MR. HANNON:  Okay.  And then this is sort of a



           14   combination of the maps C-5 series, but also the C-4



           15   series.  In the C-5 series, you explain, at least there



           16   are notes in there, saying that your are proposing to



           17   put in the erosion control blankets on inside slopes of



           18   the storm water basins.  In the C-4 point series, you



           19   are also talking about installing proposed Riprap



           20   armoring in certain areas, are you proposing to put the



           21   Riprap armoring over the erosion control blankets or are



           22   they just going in where there is no armored Riprap?  I



           23   just want to make sure I understand what you are



           24   proposing.



           25        MR. KOCHIS:  This is Steve, again.  The latter that
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            1   you said is correct.  Where we, where we are proposing



            2   the Riprap armoring, it is not going to be proposed to



            3   put erosion control blankets.  So the erosion control



            4   blankets will be in any inside area of the basin that is



            5   not protected by Riprap.



            6        MR. HANNON:  Okay.  Then I may make a suggestion



            7   that you go ahead and correct the notes in the C-5 maps



            8   because that is not what it says.  That is why I had a



            9   question there.



           10        MR. KOCHIS:  We can commit to making that revision.



           11        MR. HANNON:  Yeah, I mean, I don't think it is a



           12   big deal.  I just think it is a good idea to kind of



           13   clarify what is going on in that area.



           14        On map C-5.11, below the basin you have, looks



           15   like, what, 650-foot lengths of compost filter sock



           16   located down there.  That looks like it is in an area



           17   that is outside your scope of work.  So how are you



           18   proposing to get that stuff installed, and is that the



           19   only location that you are proposing to do something



           20   like that outside the scope of work?



           21        MR. KOCHIS:  This is Steve, again.  So those, that



           22   inclusion of the compost filter sock outside of our



           23   limit of work was included on the plans at the



           24   recommendation of CT DEEP through preapplication



           25   meetings with them.  They had particular concerns in
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            1   these couple of areas.  I believe it is that area and



            2   there is also a sheet 5.8, with the compost filter



            3   socks.  The compost filter socks can be installed by



            4   hand.  So we may not be required to take heavy equipment



            5   out (inaudible) --



            6        MR. SILVESTRI:  Mr.  Kochis, we can't hear you, at



            7   all.



            8        MR. HANNON:  You cutoff that last part of your



            9   statement.



           10        MR. KOCHIS:  Can you guys hear me know.



           11        MR. SILVESTRI:  Now we can.



           12        MR. KOCHIS:  Sorry about that.  So, that there is



           13   that area where we are proposing compost filter socks,



           14   outside the limits of work.  We are also proposing it on



           15   sheet 5.8, to the north of storm water basin 13, which



           16   came at the recommendation of CT deep Storm Water staff



           17   during preapplication meetings.  The compost filter



           18   socks can be installed by hand and it will not be



           19   required to take heavy equipment past the limits of



           20   work.  So the amount of disturbance outside the limits



           21   of work to install those compost filter socks, would



           22   only be foot traffic.



           23        MR. HANNON:  Okay.  Thank you.  And actually,



           24   staying on that map page, I did finally find one of the



           25   notices that talks about, and has silt fence backed by
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            1   wood chip mulch berm.  So at least I am getting an idea



            2   of where some of the wood chip berms are, but I am a



            3   little confused in terms of, then you go in and state



            4   there is areas around the project or on the perimeter



            5   where you install e-fence in lieu of silt fence for



            6   drainage path, you are down stream, but in looking at



            7   the details for that e-fence, I mean, that looks to me



            8   more like a wildlife exclusion fence.  Because if you



            9   look at the details, some of them look like if there is



           10   erosion coming down, that's, that isn't going to do much



           11   of anything.  So I am not sure if that is intended to



           12   try to keep wildlife out, because there are some areas



           13   where I am not sure that you are proposing to maintain



           14   other types of erosion control measures, because I



           15   didn't find anything related to the wood chip berm that



           16   you are proposing.  So can you explain the use of the



           17   e-fence and what its intended use is for and verify



           18   whether it is or is not erosion control measure?



           19        MR. KOCHIS:  Sure.  This is Steve, again.  You are



           20   correct in your assumption that the e-fence is pretty



           21   much primarily as a construction barrier and also a



           22   wildlife exclusionary barrier.  The theory behind the



           23   use of that downstream of the storm water basins, is



           24   that the water coming out of the storm water basins in



           25   the sediment traps is clean.  And if we had used
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            1   traditional silt fence in those areas, the silt fence



            2   would be ripped away by the level of water coming out of



            3   the basins.  So the e-fence, having larger holes, will



            4   allow those flows to pass through without damaging the



            5   material and really, that e-fence is only intended to be



            6   a wildlife exclusionary barrier, because it is



            7   downstream of the water quality treatment.



            8        MR. HANNON:  Then sort of following up along those



            9   lines, and I just want to verify something.  So I have



           10   seen a couple of notes on the plans, and this is in the



           11   C-5 series, where a couple of notes come up say, silt



           12   fence backed by wood chip mulch berm.  Is it the intent



           13   to use the wood chip mulch berm along the entire



           14   perimeter and then in some areas, in conjunction with



           15   silt fence, and other areas in conjunction with the



           16   e-fence?



           17        MR. KOCHIS:  This is Steve, again.  The intent, we



           18   won't know, the problem is, we won't know exactly how



           19   much wood chip mulch we'll have.  It is going to be tied



           20   to how many trees will be taken down as part of the



           21   project.  The use of the wood chip mulch berm will be



           22   targeted at the most sensitive areas, by looking at it



           23   in the combination of contractor says, is the engineer



           24   of record and the site inspector.  It is not necessarily



           25   to use it around the entire perimeter unless we have the
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            1   luxury of having, you know, wood chip mulch to do so.



            2   And it is not proposed to put the wood chip mulch berm



            3   downstream of the e-fence.



            4        MR. HANNON:  And then if you have areas where you



            5   are not using the wood chip mulch berm, is it your



            6   intent to use just silt fence?



            7        MR. KOCHIS:  That is correct.  It would just be



            8   silt fence.  But furthermore, besides, besides just the



            9   silt fence, almost every area around the perimeter of



           10   the sit is also protected by a drainage swale that will



           11   carry storm water runoff from the project to a sediment



           12   basin.  So the intent is not to rely, in many areas, the



           13   intent is not to rely solely on the silt fence, but



           14   rather to swale the water to a sediment control feature.



           15        MR. HANNON:  Okay.  And then I do have a couple of



           16   questions, I don't know if you are going to be able to



           17   answer them or not, related to the geotechnic overview.



           18   So, for example, the company said they highly recommend



           19   a pile driving program being implemented to confirm the



           20   anticipated difficult pile driving conditions.  Is that



           21   something that the company has thought through?  I mean,



           22   there is a number of reasons why.  They say they



           23   anticipate the piles will likely rotate vertically and



           24   horizontally when they encounter cobbles or boulders, so



           25   that is going to create some issues for trying to
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            1   install the panels.  So have you thought any about that?



            2        MR. LA MARCHE:  I can respond there.  This is



            3   Jean-Paul.  What is typical process is shortly prior to



            4   final construction there will be, the provider, the



            5   manufacturer of the posts, the racking, will support in



            6   driving test piles to determine the exact design



            7   requirements and needs of the foundations that are



            8   driven into the earth.  At that time, we will be able to



            9   know exactly what is required.  There are multiple



           10   options between just simply driven piles of different



           11   thickness and types, as well as the ability to use a



           12   helical screw type foundation if that is required, as



           13   well.



           14        MR. HANNON:  Is there any thought going into,



           15   because as I mentioned earlier, that on this site, you



           16   got some exposed bedrock, things of that nature, are you



           17   talking about the possibility of using a ballast



           18   anywhere on the site, or is that something you haven't



           19   really thought of.



           20        MR. LA MARCHE:  Our expectation at this time is



           21   that we will not need to use a ballast, and that we can



           22   accomplish the foundation need through either driven



           23   pile or helical screw.



           24        MR. HANNON:  Okay.  One of the other issues raised



           25   in the geo report is that the soils on the site are
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            1   frost susceptible, and can exert a heaving force on the



            2   piles.  How are you guys going to address something like



            3   that.



            4        MR. LA MARCHE:  Yep.  Again, the final design of



            5   those piles will come after the test, and the typical



            6   solution is depending on the frost depth, to drive the



            7   piles deep enough that they will be imbedded in the soil



            8   beneath the frost line, therefore frost heave will not



            9   be an issue.



           10        MR. HANNON:  I think that is about all I have right



           11   now.  Thank you.



           12        MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you Mr. Hannon.  We are



           13   pretty close to 3:00 o'clock.  Why don't we take a 15



           14   minute break, come back here close to, say, 3:13, and we



           15   will continue cross-examination at that time with Ms.



           16   Guliuzza.  Thank you.  We will see you in about 15.



           17



           18          (Whereupon a short recess was take.)



           19



           20        MR. SILVESTRI:  I have 3:14, and I would like to



           21   resume again with the cross-examination where we left



           22   off.  And this time it would be with Ms. Guliuzza.



           23        MS. GULIUZZA:  Thank you, Mr. Silvestri.  I just



           24   have one quick question for Mr. Kochis.



           25        Mr. Kochis, you indicated early on in your
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            1   testimony that you had updated the sign, and I'd just



            2   like to ask you to identify for the record the manner in



            3   which the sign was updated.



            4        MR. KOCHIS:  Sure.  The physical manner that the



            5   sign was updated was, I printed, I reprinted the new



            6   time and date that the virtual public hearing, and put



            7   it on with masking tape over the original sign.



            8        MS. GULIUZZA:  Thank you, sir.  I have nothing



            9   further, Mr. Silvestri.  Thank you.



           10        MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.  I have a few questions.



           11   Some are going to be follow-ups to what other council



           12   members had asked.  And in no particular order, let me



           13   start with, Mr. La Marche, you mentioned that removal of



           14   the 300 panels would result in a reduction in DC power



           15   output.  Would it also affect AC power?



           16        MR. LA MARCHE:  No.  We would not modify the



           17   inverter sizing or rating or AC output based on that



           18   small reduction in DC output.  And just to further add,



           19   I think we mentioned this in the petition, as well, but



           20   the exact DC wattage of the modules, changes pretty



           21   rapidly as technology evolves.  So we will be using the



           22   highest wattage modules that are available to this



           23   project that work for this project and its design at the



           24   time of procurement.  So we don't exactly know the DC



           25   side until then.
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            1        MR. SILVESTRI:  Okay.  On the topic of panels.



            2   Right now is approximately 415 watts kind of the largest



            3   you could obtain?



            4        MR. LA MARCHE:  That is about the, a realistic



            5   assumption for the market right now, you know, depending



            6   on the exact technology and the manufacturer.  There is



            7   some that are a little higher, some that are a little



            8   lower.  Also depends on supply availability, but that is



            9   realistic.



           10        MR. SILVESTRI:  Okay.  Thank you.  Staying with



           11   panel structure, if you will, are the panels that you



           12   are looking at, would they be free of cadmium telluride.



           13        MR. LA MARCHE:  That is correct.  There is only one



           14   type of module that uses cadmium telluride, and we are



           15   absolutely not using that type of module.



           16        MR. SILVESTRI:  Would that also be the case for any



           17   lead or selenium compounds.



           18        MR. LA MARCHE:  There may be a small amounts of



           19   lead in some of the solder, and I cannot speak to



           20   selenium.



           21        MR. SILVESTRI:  Okay.  And you said lead would be



           22   in soldered, wire components, that type of thing within



           23   the panel?



           24        MR. LA MARCHE:  It would be within the encapsulated



           25   section of the panel, correct.  The individual cells.
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            1        MR. SILVESTRI:  Okay.  Thank you.  Again, on the



            2   panels, I keep seeing lots of literature and concerns



            3   from various organizations and people on PFAS, P-F-A-S,



            4   Polyfluoroalkyl Substances.  Are those, is that



            5   substance or are those substances in solar panels?



            6        MR. LA MARCHE:  I cannot say that there is no PFAS



            7   in all solar panels, that is too broad of a statement.



            8   We are asking our suppliers to provide that level of



            9   detail so we know exactly what, if there is PFAS in



           10   modules that people are trying to sell to us and we are



           11   targeting using modules that do not include it.



           12        MR. SILVESTRI:  Okay.



           13        MR. LA MARCHE:  Yes.



           14        MR. SILVESTRI:  With that, should PFAS still be



           15   within the panel for whatever reason it may be, would



           16   the suppliers not only give you a composition as to what



           17   is in the panel, but information or analyses as to what



           18   could leach?



           19        MR. LA MARCHE:  That is correct.  There is no



           20   expectation that anything will leach and we are



           21   requesting leach reports or documentation to demonstrate



           22   that.



           23        MR. SILVESTRI:  Great.  When might that information



           24   be available?



           25        MR. LA MARCHE:  Well, it wouldn't be available for
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            1   the specific module that we use for this project until



            2   we finalize that module, dual so I can't say exact time.



            3        MR. SILVESTRI:  And that would also depend on



            4   whether or not the project gets approved or not.



            5        MR. LA MARCHE:  Exactly.



            6        MR. SILVESTRI:  Okay.  Let me turn to Mr. Kochis,



            7   if I am pronouncing your name correct.



            8        MR. KOCHIS:  You are.  That's correct.



            9        MR. SILVESTRI:  Mr. Mercier posed a couple of



           10   questions to you, one of them was the potential of



           11   moving some basins, another was the potential looking at



           12   road, if there were different modifications that could



           13   be done on a road for preventing sedimentation or



           14   runoff, or the like.  One of the things I wrote down on



           15   an answer you provided to both of those, is that, quote,



           16   unquote, we could look at that.  What does, we could



           17   look at that mean?



           18        MR. KOCHIS:  The project team is amenable to



           19   reviewing options and showing a list of options to the



           20   Siting Council as potential alternative for designs.



           21        MR. SILVESTRI:  So in the time that we are together



           22   now and until we come back again, is that something that



           23   you are, quote, unquote, going to look at and provide us



           24   with additional information.



           25        MR. KOCHIS:  We can provide it between the time of
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            1   this hearing and the continued hearing.



            2        MR. SILVESTRI:  Very good.  Thank you.  Off the



            3   wall question, do storm water basins become a breeding



            4   ground for mosquitos?



            5        MR. KOCHIS:  Jeff, do you want to handle that one?



            6        MR. SHAMAS:  Can you hear me?  This is Jeff.



            7        MR. SILVESTRI:  I can, yes.  Go ahead.



            8        MR. SHAMAS:  They can be, yes.  Any ponded water,



            9   whether it is in a bucket or in a basin can be, unless



           10   the water is moving.  It is a simple answer, quick



           11   answer.  I mean --



           12        MR. SILVESTRI:  Okay.  Follow-up to that, then,



           13   could it be a concern, that you would have a breeding



           14   ground or breeding grounds for mosquitos that could



           15   cause, I'll say havoc, somewhere's.



           16        MR. SHAMAS:  I certainly understand the



           17   question, and I can't hypothesize on whether it is going



           18   to cause havoc or be a problem, but it is an area that



           19   is suitable.  And whether they colonize and become an



           20   issue, you know, it's, it is something I really can't



           21   say that.  You know, if this was a basin in a



           22   residential subdivision that is being developed, versus



           23   a solar field, closer to residents, maybe that, there is



           24   certain treatments that I have used before when I was in



           25   environmental planner for a municipality in Connecticut,
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            1   we performed that type of mosquito treatment using these



            2   little donut cakes that are thrown into the water and



            3   deal with the larva.  But I haven't, you know, we



            4   haven't really gone into management for mosquitos on



            5   this.



            6        MR. SILVESTRI:  Just one other question on that



            7   topic.  If you use these donuts or disks or whatever you



            8   want to call them to try to control the population,



            9   could there be residual material that comes off in the



           10   water, either runoff or the basins or whatever have you,



           11   that could cause problems elsewhere?



           12        MR. SHAMAS:  There's certainly restrictions and you



           13   wouldn't want to apply them before a storm event that



           14   could be washing those out before they have dissolved in



           15   the water.  So I'm, I am not a certified pesticide



           16   applicator, so it is probably best answered by someone



           17   maybe who could address that with the end post usage and



           18   quantities that are in that material.



           19        MR. SILVESTRI:  To the best of your knowledge, if



           20   such a material had to be applied, would it have to be



           21   applied by a licensed company?



           22        MR. SHAMAS:  That is a good question.  I can't



           23   recall what the requirement was for the usage of those



           24   cakes.  I would say that, yes, it is.  But I am not 100



           25   percent certain.
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            1        MR. SILVESTRI:  Okay.  All right.  I wanted to go



            2   back to Mr. Kochis.  As a follow-up to what Mr. Hannon



            3   was talking about with the pervious, impervious type of



            4   slopes and materials and that type of thing.  Going back



            5   to your testimony, I have line 18 where you provided an



            6   answer that says, generally they would be considered



            7   pervious because they consist of vegetative surfaces



            8   below the panels, which allow storm water to infiltrate



            9   to the ground, unlike roofs or roads which are



           10   considered impervious.  Do you recall that testimony of



           11   yours?



           12        MR. KOCHIS:  Yes, I do.



           13        MR. SILVESTRI:  Okay.  And then I am looking at



           14   what DEEP has for the Solar Appendix 1 for storm water,



           15   and bear with me on this one, it has a rating impervious



           16   if slopes are greater than 15 percent.  Then it has



           17   slopes are less than 15 percent, a rating is impervious



           18   unless you have an increased stabilization as slopes



           19   increase, provide adequate spacing between rows,



           20   maintain sheet flow, 100 foot water course slash wetland



           21   buffer and the heights of the panel are less than or



           22   equal to 10 feet and there is routine inspections by a



           23   qualified PE.



           24        So, again, going back to what you discussed with



           25   Mr. Hannon, but to try to make things a little bit
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            1   clearer for me, is it possible to answer these



            2   questions?  Do you have, say, increased stabilization as



            3   slopes increase or provide adequate space in between the



            4   rows of the panels?



            5        MR. KOCHIS:  We do.  We have, so the spacing



            6   between the panels is such that there is a larger clear



            7   spacing than the width, than the top down width of the



            8   panel, which meets the criteria effectively.  It is less



            9   than 50 percent ground coverage ratio, which is the



           10   concern of CT DEEP.  So we do meet that criteria, by our



           11   panel layout.



           12        Regarding the stabilization, we are proposing to



           13   use erosion control blankets or hydro seed with



           14   tackifier within 72 hours of grading, as an elevated



           15   stabilization technique.



           16        MR. SILVESTRI:  Now where it says, maintain sheet



           17   flow, how does that apply to your proposed project?



           18        MR. KOCHIS:  So we are not proposing to channelize



           19   any flow, as has been stated prior.  We are not changing



           20   any grades, except the areas that are in excess of 15



           21   percent.  So sheet flow will be maintained as much as it



           22   exists at the site today.  We have also included some



           23   compost filter socks within the array to maintain sheet



           24   flow in specific locations.



           25        MR. SILVESTRI:  And as far as the 100 foot water
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            1   course slash wetland buffer?



            2        MR. KOCHIS:  We are meeting that requirement, as



            3   well.  No portion of the project is within 100 feet of a



            4   wetland, an onsite wetland.



            5        MR. SILVESTRI:  And the height of the panels, less



            6   than or equal to 10 feet.



            7        MR. KOCHIS:  That is correct.  I don't believe, I



            8   am not sure of the exact number, but I believe the



            9   number is nine feet at the top, given the tilt angle of



           10   these panels, but we can confirm that.



           11        MR. SILVESTRI:  And you think nine feet off grade?



           12        MR. KOCHIS:  Yes, that's correct.



           13        MR. SILVESTRI:  Okay.  Then as far as the routine



           14   inspections by a qualified PE, how does that fit into



           15   your proposed project?



           16        MR. KOCHIS:  That fits into our proposed project as



           17   part of the CT Deep Storm Water General Permit, which



           18   requires inspections by either a licensed PE or



           19   certified soil scientist weekly during any periods of



           20   disturbance on the site, until the Notice of Termination



           21   is filed.



           22        MR. SILVESTRI:  Okay.  By weekly, I just take it



           23   once a week, and that satisfies the criteria, or do you



           24   propose something else?



           25        MR. KOCHIS:  The criteria for the frequency of
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            1   inspections by a licensed professional is a minimum of



            2   one per week, but it is also required to go out after



            3   storms of a significant nature so it could result in



            4   multiple exceptions in the same week.



            5        MR. SILVESTRI:  What is the significant nature?



            6        MR. KOCHIS:  I believe it is with, a storm



            7   exceeding one inch, that would trigger an inspection



            8   within 24 hours.



            9        MR. SILVESTRI:  One inch in 24 hours?  One inch in



           10   an hour?



           11        MR. KOCHIS:  One inch in 24 hours.



           12        MR. SILVESTRI:  Okay.  How about deluge events



           13   where you might get, say, three inches in a two-hour



           14   time period.



           15        MR. KOCHIS:  Well, that would certainly qualify as



           16   greater than one inch within a 24-hour period, and would



           17   trigger an inspection from a qualified professional.



           18        MR. SILVESTRI:  How quickly would a qualified PE go



           19   out to inspect in an event that something like that



           20   happened?



           21        MR. KOCHIS:  The requirement is to perform the



           22   inspection within 24 hours of the rainstorm event.



           23        MR. SILVESTRI:  Does that provide adequate time in



           24   case there is something wrong to try to correct it?



           25        MR. KOCHIS:  That is the guidance of CT DEEP, and
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            1   we are deferring to that.



            2        MR. SILVESTRI:  I am kind looking at it from a



            3   practicality standpoint, and I'll tell you why.  A



            4   couple years ago I had a tree come down in the



            5   wintertime, and hit the house, but that is irrelevant to



            6   what we are talking about, but I had to end up getting a



            7   number of, number of truckloads to put in some soil.



            8   And it is on slope, and I went and I got some seed and I



            9   did a really good job with erosion mats, the whole bit,



           10   and we got hit with seven inches of rain in a very, very



           11   short period of time.  And all my dirt and all my seed



           12   kept running off.  And it almost made it out to the



           13   curb, but if I had waited 24 hours, I don't know where



           14   it would have been at that point.  So the point I am



           15   looking at is, I think if you have a situation like



           16   that, that it shouldn't be prudent to wait for 24 hours



           17   before it goes to get inspected, that it should be done



           18   in a very, very short period of time after that might



           19   happen, and I would hope you would agree with that.



           20        MR. KOCHIS:  I agree with that.  And I can add to



           21   my statement before by saying that the inspector, part



           22   of the inspector's job is to monitor the incoming storm



           23   to try to predict when it is going to be a significant



           24   rainfall event.  And on top of the requirements of the



           25   qualified inspector, you will have the contractor out on
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            1   the site who is required, you know, has to sign that



            2   they are upholding the erosion control methods of the



            3   State, as well.  So they will be there full time



            4   inspecting the site, as well, on top of the qualified



            5   inspector.



            6        MR. SILVESTRI:  So there would training and



            7   qualifications for whoever might be working there and



            8   overseeing that?



            9        MR. KOCHIS:  That is correct.  As part of the CT



           10   DEEP Storm Water General Permit, any general contract



           11   who works on the site has to attest that they have



           12   familiarized themselves with the slip that was prepared



           13   for the project prompt and sign that they testified to



           14   uphold to it.



           15        MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.



           16        MR. LA MARCHE:  This is Jean-Paul, I just want to



           17   add that we are also happy to do more frequent



           18   inspections than is required.



           19        MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.  That's kind of the



           20   answer that I was hoping for.



           21        Moving onto a different topic.  Generally speaking,



           22   the topic is temperature.  And I would like to get some



           23   information as to where you feel a temperature change



           24   might arise from, say, precipitation on a hot summer's



           25   day hitting the panels and running off, what you think a
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            1   temperature change might be, how the temperature might



            2   get dissipated, et cetera.



            3        MR. SHAMAS:  This is Jeff.  As far as the exact



            4   temperature change, we haven't had really a study that



            5   indicated what that degree change could be.  But in



            6   looking at how the storm water design is managed, or



            7   designed for the management of the storm water coming



            8   in, is to take those thermal impacts into consideration



            9   in addition to sediment and erosion.  And the amount of



           10   time that it gets to the basin and then reaches,



           11   ultimately, the receiving waters, that that treatment



           12   train, if you will, is, helps in mitigating the thermal



           13   impacts, similarly mitigating the other inputs from



           14   storm water.  The actual temperature and degrees that



           15   could change, as far as, you know, my work, I haven't



           16   modeled that stuff, but the, you know, where that comes



           17   into play is really the storm water management of the



           18   runoff.  And that is, that is where using the State



           19   guidelines that Steve did, and, and is now working with



           20   DEEP, it comes into play, so that the receiving streams



           21   aren't impacted, wildlife isn't impact, fisheries aren't



           22   impacted by sediment and erosion, or temperature.



           23        MR. SILVESTRI:  All right.  So again, I started



           24   with panels.  By now I want to turn to basin.  If you



           25   had your basins that were quite full, for whatever
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            1   reason it may be.  Basins are out there in the hot sun,



            2   the basins are getting warm.  Something happens again



            3   with precipitation that makes your basins either



            4   overflow or somehow discharge, what happens with that



            5   warmer water?



            6        MR. SHAMAS:  The, this is Jeff, again.  Yes, the



            7   water is going to follow the path that we have.  I think



            8   going from those basins they are going to be leaving in



            9   different directions following the natural path and



           10   mixing with the, the rainfall that is hitting, which is



           11   cooler than the stuff that is in the basin already and



           12   then enter and then discharging from those basins, going



           13   through the soils infiltrating where possible or



           14   continuing to runoff, being taken up by the other four



           15   soils on its path to the receiving waters.  So, there is



           16   going to be that initial flush out and that path to the



           17   receiving waters is what is going to help temperate the



           18   water and modify the temperature.



           19        MR. SILVESTRI:  So in a case such as that, what



           20   would be the distance between, say, basin output and the



           21   nearest water body wetland or whatever it might be



           22   discharging to?



           23        MR. SHAMAS:  So, on the plans we have, at closest



           24   point, in particular, Stony Brook, is about 600 feet



           25   from the property line.  It's probably, it's further
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            1   from the actual discharge point of the basins.  And some



            2   of the basin paths to Stony Brook are meandering.  So



            3   vertically, you may have a 600 foot path, but in reality



            4   by the time it gets there in some cases it could be



            5   1,000, 1,100 feet.  So the distances that we have in all



            6   of the literature talks about what is appropriate



            7   riparian buffers to protect against urban storm water



            8   runoff getting to these receiving waters.  And it breaks



            9   it down to headwater streams, larger streams, and they



           10   all talk about minimum of 50 feet, if not 100 feet,



           11   which is, I really don't care for 50 feet.  100 feet is



           12   really what is kind of standard.  Anything beyond



           13   that, is a benefit.  And some of the guidelines and the



           14   documents, Niantic River Watershed, we worked in



           15   coordination with DEEP, have these standard design



           16   standards that they recommended and those design



           17   standards talked about 100 feet for larger streams,



           18   50 feet of riparian buffer for the smaller headwater



           19   streams.  So, we feel that the design is perfectly



           20   appropriate and meets the recommendations that have been



           21   studied through, not only Connecticut, but beyond in all



           22   really talking about 100 foot is an appropriate buffer



           23   for fisheries protection, wildlife habitat and the food



           24   chain.



           25        MR. SILVESTRI:  So you mentioned 600 feet for a
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            1   particular basin, but there is more than one basin on



            2   site, correct?



            3        MR. SHAMAS:  Yes, absolutely.



            4        MR. SILVESTRI:  What would be the impact from other



            5   basins, or distance for other basins.



            6        MR. SHAMAS:  The basin of 600 feet was what I was



            7   saying was closest to Stony Brook.  The others are



            8   further away.



            9        MR. SILVESTRI:  From any other water body?



           10        MR. SHAMAS:  The one that is up to the north



           11   discharges to, not towards Stony Brook, but towards Oil



           12   Mill Brook through an unnamed tributary that goes down



           13   to the road.



           14        MR. SILVESTRI:  And do you know that distance



           15   offhand?



           16        MR. SHAMAS:  Steve, do you know that distance



           17   offhand?  I can't recall.



           18        MR. KOCHIS:  The closest basin we have proposed



           19   onsite to Oil Mill Brook is approximately 3,000 feet



           20   away from Oil Mill Brook.



           21        MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.  And the other ones, is



           22   there impact or potential impact with water bodies or



           23   the like?



           24        MR. SHAMAS:  No, sir.



           25        MR. SILVESTRI:  So I have a 600 and possibly a
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            1   3,000, is that correct?



            2        MR. KOCHIS:  That's correct.  600 is the closest to



            3   any proposed storm water basin, as a horizontal straight



            4   line from Stony Brook.  And 3,000 is the closest the



            5   basin is to Oil Mill Brook.



            6        MR. SILVESTRI:  Okay.  Thank you.  All right.  I



            7   think those are all the questions that I had, but in



            8   general, questions and answers kind of spur more



            9   questions.  So I would like to go back to our Siting



           10   Analyst and our Siting Council members, just to see if



           11   anything else got spurred by the round of question that



           12   we had before we proceed to the Petitioner -- I am



           13   sorry, to the parties and interveners.



           14        So Mr. Mercier, let me ask you first if you have



           15   any additional follow-ups at this time?



           16        MR. MERCIER:  Yes, I do have a couple of additional



           17   questions.



           18        MR. SILVESTRI:  Yes, please do.



           19        MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  The first question has to do



           20   with the condition of the existing forest use from the



           21   storm water modeling that we discussed earlier.  Now was



           22   the fair condition rating for the entire site



           23   specifically discussed with DEEP Storm Water Division in



           24   the general permit preapplication process?



           25        MR. KOCHIS:  The specific use of the existing land
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            1   cover was not discussed with CT DEEP.



            2        MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  In your experience, does the



            3   DEEP Storm Water Division verify existing conditions



            4   data when the general permit applications are reviewed?



            5        MR. KOCHIS:  Yes, this is Steve.  In my experience,



            6   they have absolutely commented upon the selection of



            7   land covers when they don't agree with the selection.



            8        MR. MERCIER:  Okay.  Thank you.  My second question



            9   has to do with Petition Exhibit H, that was



           10   environmental assessment.  On page 10, there was a



           11   recommendation that all site clearing should occur



           12   between October 15th and March 1st to reduce potential



           13   impacts to wildlife.  Now, would GRE be willing to



           14   adhere to this clearing time frame?



           15        MR. LA MARCHE:  I am sorry, I was on mute.  I think



           16   that it a discussion that we can have.  I would like to



           17   have input from Steve and Jeff on if that is, on their



           18   perspective of if that is needed or not, just to have



           19   that discussed.  But even separate from that, it is



           20   definitely something that we can look at as we finalize



           21   our schedule, depending on the other aspects of it, as,



           22   you know, when we get, when or if the project is



           23   approved, the time frame for the reseeding.  All of



           24   that, as well as the clearing, we can incorporate that



           25   into our schedule.

�

                                                                       95







            1        MR. MERCIER:  Yes.  I anticipated that there might



            2   be a discussion with DEEP Storm Water as to what would



            3   be a more appropriate time frame, if there was a



            4   restriction that might benefit wildlife at the site.



            5   So, thank you.  I have no other questions.



            6        MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you, Mr. Mercier.  Mr.



            7   Morissette, did you have any follow-ups at this point?



            8        MR. MORISSETTE:  Yes.  Thank you.  We talked about



            9   certain criteria that needed to be met to categorize it



           10   either pervious or impervious, and you went through a



           11   laundry list of those criteria and how you met them.  Is



           12   it possible to provide that in writing?



           13        MR. KOCHIS:  Yes, that can be provided in writing.



           14        MR. MORISSETTE:  That would be very helpful.  That



           15   is the extent of my questions.  Thank you.



           16        MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you, Mr. Morissette.  Mr.



           17   Harder, did you have any follow-ups at this point?



           18        MR. HARDER:  No, no follow-up questions.



           19        MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you, Mr. Harder.  Mr. Hannon,



           20   did you have any follow-ups at this point?



           21        MR. HANNON:  No, I am tapped out on that.  But



           22   going back to what Mr. Morissette was asking, I believe



           23   that the information that you are looking for is



           24   attached to the statement that DEEP submitted comment on



           25   this project.  So I think it is already in the file on
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            1   that.  So you may want to check that.  That is all.



            2        MR. MORISSETTE:  Very good.  Thank you.



            3        MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you, Mr. Hannon.  Ms.



            4   Guliuzza, did you have any follow-ups at this point?



            5        MS. GULIUZZA:  No.  Thank you, Mr. Silvestri.



            6        MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.  I have one other one.



            7   There was some concern I saw from parties or interveners



            8   about potential nitrogen loading.  Could you explain



            9   where nitrogen loading might come from from your



           10   proposed project?



           11        MR. SHAMAS:  Tis is Jeff.  Well, nitrogen could



           12   come from, be present in atmospheric precipitation



           13   itself, and is present in runoff.  And is usually



           14   quickly attenuated in basins through infiltration or at



           15   the discharge through soils.  So, I don't know that



           16   there, I don't think there really should be a need or



           17   concern over nitrogen given the distances from our



           18   basins to receiving waters.



           19        MR. SILVESTRI:  Let me ask a quick follow-up, and



           20   I'll probably pose this question, as well, to parties or



           21   interveners, do you think there is a difference between



           22   nitrogen deposition on the property right now, compared



           23   to nitrogen deposition on your proposed project once it



           24   is finished?



           25        MR. SHAMAS:  This is Jeff.  I would say that given
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            1   the condition of the site now and that having the



            2   management measures in place, without, you know, without



            3   doing a pre and post nitrogen modeling calculation, it



            4   would just be a guess, I think, for anyone.  So, you



            5   know, the, that is for the amount coming from the site.



            6   So without the vegetation there, and I think, and post



            7   construction with the kind of the meadow grasses, if you



            8   will, that will be there.  I think there could be more



            9   denitrification post development just from the



           10   standpoint of vegetation.  I know that we are releasing



           11   trees, but the site will still be vegetated.



           12        MR. SILVESTRI:  Okay.  Thank you.  I have no



           13   further questions at this point.  And I would like to



           14   continue cross-examination of the Petitioner by the



           15   town, Attorney Avena, are you ready to go?



           16        MR. AVENA:  Attorney Robert Avena for the Town of



           17   Waterford.  Actually, I just have a couple of follow-up



           18   questions from, from today's cross-examination.  So the



           19   first for Mr. Kochis, I believe.  Could you explain to



           20   me a little more about the timeline and the idea that a



           21   growing season will be observed?  So that I realize that



           22   you don't know the exact schedule, right now.  But what



           23   is the period of time that once you grubbed and cleared



           24   the entire site, I believe, was one of the first steps



           25   and then hydro seeded, then is there an entire period of
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            1   waiting for that to grow in, is that how it works?



            2        MR. KOCHIS:  Yes.  That was what was discussed.  So



            3   the site will be cleared, stabilized, the erosion



            4   control measures will be put up and the entire site will



            5   be hydro seeded, and that will all take place prior to



            6   any development on the site.  The idea, it has been



            7   discussed in interrogatories -- I don't know the



            8   specific numbers offhand -- but the idea was that a



            9   growing season would constitute of, for example, the



           10   spring or fall months where adequate periods of rain



           11   will allow for vegetation.



           12        MR. AVENA:  So it is not really calendar year, it



           13   is more, either the spring growing season or the fall



           14   growing season would have to pass after the hydro



           15   seeding completion and then some period of time to let



           16   it move into a growth pattern until you are ready to go



           17   ahead with each areas construction?



           18        MR. KOCHIS:  That is correct.  That is the idea.



           19   Not necessarily a calendar year.  We were looking at a



           20   season.



           21        MR. AVENA:  The other questions that came up today,



           22   in terms of your work right now that we would understand



           23   that you are busy designing or amending the site plan



           24   regarding the new road access, that whatever we are



           25   looking at right now is not applicable, that there would
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            1   be a new design with cuts and proposed drainage or



            2   whatever, I know there is quite a lot of proclivity out



            3   there.  Is that something you are working on, will we be



            4   seeing that before the next, perhaps the next hearing?



            5        MR. KOCHIS:  Yes, the intent is to get, to file a



            6   revised site plan before the next hearing.



            7        MR. AVENA:  And so, that would include not just



            8   showing the main road now that goes through the wetland,



            9   it is going to show a whole design of how that is going



           10   to go up and around the wetland?



           11        MR. KOCHIS:  That is correct.



           12        MR. AVENA:  All right.  And in regard to, and



           13   again, and I know this has to do with the DEEP



           14   eventually when you go to them, but is there some plan



           15   that you have regarding sedimentation basins versus the



           16   permanent basins, is there, the same location, and do



           17   they act the same, or is there a period of time when you



           18   have to kind of go through one and then plan to present



           19   the permanent basins?



           20        MR. KOCHIS:  The way the plans are designed



           21   today, are that the permanent basins will start as



           22   temporary basins and then will be left in place as



           23   permanent basins.  So they will be constructed early in



           24   the project as temporary sediment traps and basins, and



           25   then be converted to permanent basins.  Effectively, not
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            1   converted, they will be installed as they will be for



            2   the permanent measure up front.



            3        MR. AVENA:  So there would be a time period between



            4   those two, where they were inspected and then any, any



            5   flowage issues during construction, any debris would



            6   have to then be cleared out and getting ready for the



            7   final basin and then implementing a plan in some way



            8   that they will operate as a permanent basin and



            9   permanent filtration?



           10        MR. KOCHIS:  That's correct.  So as part of the



           11   weekly inspections, a weekly inspector will be required



           12   to inform the project team when the sediment basins need



           13   to be cleaned of sediment of debris, in which case, they



           14   will need to be done, I believe, within three days per



           15   the general permit.  And then we also have in the



           16   construction sequence that upon the completion of the



           17   construction and adequate vegetation, that all the



           18   basins will be cleaned prior to the Notice of



           19   Termination and will ensure that they will be acting as



           20   we have intended they will be acting for permanent



           21   features.



           22        MR. AVENA:  And all that that you just described,



           23   that is really part of what you would be presenting with



           24   your permit application and through the DEEP at some



           25   subsequent time in order to get that approval?
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            1        MR. KOCHIS:  That is correct.  All that information



            2   would be included in the CT DEEP Storm Water General



            3   Permit Application, as part of the (inaudible).



            4        MR. AVENA:  And you don't anticipate any



            5   applications for that, I think you were actually waiting



            6   for an approval of this procedure before you would hope



            7   to work on this application?



            8        MR. KOCHIS:  No, we have an ongoing Storm Water



            9   General Permit Application that is open with the CT



           10   DEEP.



           11        MR. AVENA:  And do you have any sense of when the



           12   permanent function of those basins would sort of be in



           13   place?  In other words, would there be any transition



           14   period or would they both act as they are intended to



           15   all during this interim period.



           16        MR. KOCHIS:  It would be the latter.  They would,



           17   they have been designed such that they meet both the



           18   criteria of size and design for temporary sediment traps



           19   and basins and permanent storm water quality features.



           20   So they will be installed once and that will have a dual



           21   purpose of temporary and permanent features.



           22        MR. AVENA:  And so, in the vegetation growth period



           23   in those, in plantings, those have to be scheduled out



           24   so that you are able to do it in the right season to get



           25   those up and growing to be permanent basins, sort of a
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            1   timing issue?



            2        MR. KOCHIS:  That is correct.  I think, I am



            3   drawing off of what Jean-Paul had, how Jean-Paul had



            4   responded in that, the timing of the project, given



            5   COVID and the granting or not granting of this approval



            6   will have an effect on the timing of the construction



            7   and there are PPA requirements and other things in



            8   place, as well.  So the timing will have to be reviewed,



            9   but that will all be a part of our CT DEEP Storm Water



           10   General Permit.



           11        MR. AVENA:  And then, lastly, from sort of the Town



           12   perspective, when you go through the EBET process, and,



           13   you know, we hate to think of the worse scenarios, but



           14   if there was some kind of blowout where you're



           15   basically, you know, running it down and you're



           16   threatening any, the two brooks or the estuary and the



           17   river, is that discussed, at all?  Is there some plan



           18   where you would know how to get into those areas and, I



           19   don't know if you, if it would even exceed your property



           20   boundaries, what you could do in those instances?



           21        MR. KOCHIS:  Well, I do have experience working on



           22   two clean-up sites in the past that we were not design



           23   engineers of, but we were called in as part of the



           24   clean-up process.  So what I can say to that is that



           25   there is no, there is no formula in place of how offsite
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            1   areas will be cleaned.  However, you know, as part of



            2   the weekly inspection process, the inspector will have



            3   to be watching the offsite areas, the part where basins



            4   drain offsite and he will have to make the DEEP aware if



            5   there is erosion issue happening offsite, at which point



            6   the DEEP will probably tell, tell the Petitioner here to



            7   clean, assess those areas and clean them as needed.  And



            8   furthermore, there is also a letter of credit that the



            9   Petitioner has to provide to CT DEEP, which serves as a



           10   surety that if the Petitioner is not willing to clean up



           11   these areas, that CT DEEP will step in and do so on



           12   their behalf with available funds.



           13        MR. AVENA:  Thank you.  That is all the questions



           14   that we have right now.  Thank you.



           15        MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you Attorney Avena.  I would



           16   like to continue the cross-examination of the Petitioner



           17   by Save the Rivers, Save the Hills.  Attorney



           18   Gianquinto, you ready to go?



           19        MS. GIANQUINTO:  I am.  Thank you, Mr. Silvestri.



           20        MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.



           21        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Can everyone hear me okay?



           22        MR. SILVESTRI:  Absolutely.  Yes.



           23        MS. GIANQUINTO:  All right.  Hopefully my dogs will



           24   be quiet.  All right.  I think I would like to stick



           25   with a few of the questions that Attorney Avena was just
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            1   asking, in terms of what happens if things do go wrong.



            2   I understand the letter of credit issue, and if I



            3   understand correctly Mr. Kochis, your testimony is that



            4   there is really no one right way to fix things once they



            5   go wrong, right?



            6        MR. KOCHIS:  That is correct.  It would have to



            7   involve analysis of what went wrong and come up with a



            8   solution of how to fix it.



            9        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  And you have been involved



           10   with remediating two different ground mounted solar



           11   array sites that went wrong in some way?



           12        MR. KOCHIS:  That's correct.



           13        MS. GIANQUINTO:  How long did the remediation



           14   process take for both of these sites?



           15        MR. KOCHIS:  I was on site at each of these sites



           16   for approximately four months.



           17        MS. GIANQUINTO:  And what was your role with



           18   respect to the remediation, were you part of a team,



           19   were you doing this on your own?



           20        MR. KOCHIS:  We were, VHB was hired as the



           21   qualified professional engineer to serve as a full time



           22   construction inspector during the remediation of the



           23   sites.  So we were overseeing all of the clean up



           24   efforts, providing guidance as needed, but there,



           25   everyday watching the contractors fix the problems.
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            1        MS. GIANQUINTO:  So my question, though, is



            2   specific to you.  I understand VHB was hired.  But, you



            3   know, it says on your resume that you were doing this.



            4   Were you part of a team, were you the lead, were you the



            5   only person doing this remediation design?



            6        MR. KOCHIS:  It was a combination of myself and



            7   Jeff Shamas working.  Either me or another professional



            8   engineer was available on site each day.  I probably was



            9   there 80 percent of the days doing it myself,



           10   personally.



           11        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  And how about with respect



           12   to designing this site that we are here for today, I see



           13   this you're senior project engineer, does that mean that



           14   you were solely responsible for those plans, do you have



           15   a team of PE's that work with you, how does that process



           16   work?



           17        MR. KOCHIS:  No.  We, I would be happy to share



           18   that with you.  We have a fairly rigorous quality plan



           19   within VHB.  I am the project manager from VHB for this



           20   project.  I am also the lead design engineer.  However,



           21   we have a team of seven or eight professional engineers



           22   on our land development staff and, you know, I have my



           23   supervisor who acted as my quality control professional



           24   on this project specifically.



           25        MS. GIANQUINTO:  So you have a supervisor who
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            1   reviews your work?



            2        MR. KOCHIS:  That's correct.



            3        MS. GIANQUINTO:  And you have been a PE for 10



            4   years, right?



            5        MR. KOCHIS:  That is correct.



            6        MS. GIANQUINTO:  How long have you been at VHB?  It



            7   looks the, from your resume, there was a lot of



            8   experience that was, that said that is kind of a



            9   qualifier prior to coming to VHB.



           10        MR. KOCHIS:  I have been at VHB for a little over



           11   three years.



           12        MS. GIANQUINTO:  And do you have any experience



           13   with low-impact design or development?  Sorry.



           14        MR. KOCHIS:  I have designed low-impact development



           15   projects in the past, yes.



           16        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Is that during your time at VHB or



           17   before?



           18        MR. KOCHIS:  I would say before my time at VHB.



           19        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Did you incorporate any low-impact



           20   development elements into the design of this site?



           21        MR. KOCHIS:  No.  Low-impact development was not



           22   considered in the storm water management design for this



           23   project, as it is not required by, in the State.



           24        MS. GIANQUINTO:  So you have qualified your answers



           25   a lot, in my mind, during this hearing by saying that
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            1   things are not required by the regulations or aren't



            2   required in the guidance.  There are other sources for



            3   the obligations of a professional engineer, right?  You



            4   have professional standards you need follow and you



            5   follow your professional judgement, as well, when



            6   designing a site, right?



            7        MR. KOCHIS:  That's correct.  We consider it sound



            8   engineering practices, aside from the regulations.



            9        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  So there were a couple of



           10   solar projects that were listed on your CV and one was



           11   in Simsbury.  It looked like it said on your CV that you



           12   were responsible for the design layout and engineering



           13   of that project.  Was that also as part of a team, or



           14   were you the lead on that, how did that work?



           15        MR. KOCHIS:  I was part of a team on that, as well,



           16   which consisted of environmental scientists.  For that



           17   project, I was not the project manager, but I was the



           18   lead project engineer.  So responsible for, you know, as



           19   noted, the layout, the grading, the design of the storm



           20   water management and erosion control.



           21        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  And the site in Simsbury



           22   was that a sloping site or a flat site or maybe the



           23   better way to ask it is, was it as sloping as the site



           24   in Waterford?



           25        MR. KOCHIS:  I would classify that as generally
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            1   less slope.  It was farm fields.



            2        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  Were there any grades over



            3   10 percent at that site?



            4        MR. KOCHIS:  There were some areas off of the farm



            5   fields that were in excess of 10 percent.



            6        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  Were there solar panels



            7   being placed on slopes of 10 percent?



            8        MR. KOCHIS:  Yes.  I am sorry, now that I am



            9   picturing one portion, one portion of the project did



           10   have farm fields in excess of 10 percent.



           11        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  Were they in excess of 15?



           12        MR. KOCHIS:  There were, but they were regraded



           13   down to 15 percent to meet the construction tolerances



           14   of the racking.



           15        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Like what is happening with this



           16   site in Waterford, right?



           17        MR. KOCHIS:  That's correct.



           18        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  And I thought there was



           19   another, another solar project that you were responsible



           20   for designing, and I don't have it in my notes.  Was



           21   there another one that you were responsible for



           22   designing that was on your CV?  Not a remediation



           23   project?



           24        MR. KOCHIS:  I was the, I am the lead project



           25   engineer and project manager for the Boombridge Solar
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            1   Project, which was just recently submitted for petition



            2   to Siting Council.



            3        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Is that the Elm Ridge?



            4        MR. KOCHIS:  Boombridge in North Stonington.  I can



            5   get you the number for it.



            6        MS. GIANQUINTO:  In North Stonington.  Okay.  Okay.



            7   So to date then, the only project that you have been



            8   involved in the design of with respect to solar project



            9   that has been approved by the Siting Council is that one



           10   in Simsbury?



           11        MR. KOCHIS:  That's correct.



           12        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  And so, you have this one



           13   and then North Stonington one pending?



           14        MR. KOCHIS:  Yes.  These are the two active Siting



           15   Council petitions that I have going on right now.



           16        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  And the North Stonington



           17   project, how are the slopes on that site compared to the



           18   ones on this site?  Are there going to be panels that



           19   are on slopes in excess of 10 percent?



           20        MR. KOCHIS:  For that site, it is close.  I do



           21   believe there are some slopes in excess of 10 percent.



           22   They are on the order of 10 to 15 percent for portions



           23   of that project.



           24        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Are there areas that are being



           25   regraded down from 15 percent or more than 15 percent,
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            1   to 15 percent?



            2        MR. KOCHIS:  Yes, there are.



            3        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  With respect to the Pomfret



            4   solar project that you were involved in remediating, and



            5   just very generally, were the problems with that site



            6   that prompted VHB's involvement in it, was that a



            7   problem with the design, with the construction, what did



            8   you come to conclude on that?



            9        MR. KOCHIS:  Speaking generally, I would say that



           10   the conclusion we came to was that it was a little bit



           11   of a problem on all fronts.  It was, I want to say it



           12   was slightly under designed, based on our review.  The



           13   contractor could have taken extra measures to protect



           14   the site and I think there was also some deficiencies in



           15   the inspection, as we reviewed all the inspection



           16   reports.  But I think it was on multiple fronts.



           17        MS. GIANQUINTO:  And you were also involved in



           18   remediating a solar project in Sprague, Connecticut,



           19   right?



           20        MR. KOCHIS:  That's correct.



           21        MS. GIANQUINTO:  And what was your role there, was



           22   it the same as your role with Pomfret, or you were more



           23   delayed?



           24        MR. KOCHIS:  I would say that I had the same role.



           25   The project was very similar.  Our project team was very
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            1   similar.



            2        MS. GIANQUINTO:  And what was your conclusion with



            3   respect to the problems there, was it design, was it



            4   construction?



            5        MR. KOCHIS:  I would say it was the same situation



            6   as Pomfret in terms of, kind of, a lack, a deficiency in



            7   design, a deficiency in the inspection and a deficiency



            8   in the construction, as well.  It was, that was also a



            9   combination of the three.



           10        MS. GIANQUINTO:  In both of these sites, was there



           11   a significant rainfall event that prompted the failure



           12   that lead to VHB being there, or was it something that



           13   happened over time?



           14        MR. KOCHIS:  I would say there was differences in



           15   that regard, between the two projects.  I may be mixing



           16   the two up here, but, because it was a couple of years



           17   ago, but one of them was shut down due to repeated



           18   violations.  And the other was shut down due to



           19   basically a single violation.  You know, tied to a large



           20   rainfall event.



           21        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  Did you have any



           22   involvement in the East Lyme solar site, the Empire



           23   Site, at any point?



           24        MR. KOCHIS:  Yes.



           25        MS. GIANQUINTO:  What was your role there?
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            1        MR. KOCHIS:  Our role, VHB's role, and my role



            2   specifically, was to review the engineering and serve as



            3   the defense of the engineering in the court case.



            4        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  So only with respect to the



            5   litigation?



            6        MR. KOCHIS:  That's correct.  VHB was not involved



            7   in the design of that project, nor me personally.



            8        MR. HOFFMAN:  Mr. Silvestri?



            9        MR. SILVESTRI:  Sir.



           10        MR. HOFFMAN:  I am just wondering how much latitude



           11   we are going to give to talking about other solar



           12   projects that aren't the subject of this petition?



           13        MR. SILVESTRI:  No, understood, Mr. Hoffman.  I



           14   didn't have a problem with everything going on



           15   beforehand because it was in his resume for his past



           16   work that he did.  I thought it was kind of applicable



           17   as to what he might have done to design, et cetera.  So



           18   we will keep an eye on that going forward.  Again, he



           19   East Lyme wasn't part of anything, so I think we can



           20   kind of move on from there.



           21        MR. HOFFMAN:  Thank you, sir.



           22        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Understood.  I did have one more



           23   question with respect to Easy Lyme, my apologies Mr.



           24   Silvestri.



           25        Mr. Kochis, I was just curious, did you review
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            1   those plans in coming up with the design for this site,



            2   at all, because Greenskies owns both projects or



            3   develops both projects.



            4        MR. KOCHIS:  I wouldn't say those plans



            5   specifically were used as the basis for this design in



            6   any way.  I would say I draw from all my experience in



            7   reviewing Siting Council Applications that have been, I



            8   have looked through, as well as my onsite experience



            9   and, you know, the design of Simsbury, as well.



           10        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  Could you explain to me how



           11   in designing this site you took into account the



           12   proximity of Oil Mill and Stony Brook?



           13        MR. KOCHIS:  Sure.  You know, as noted a couple of



           14   times previously, the site has been pulled back -- I'll



           15   start with Oil Mill Brook, specifically.  The petition,



           16   Petition 1347 was rejected and the one portion of the



           17   project that drained directly to Oil Mill Brook in the



           18   far northern edge has been removed from the project.



           19   So, now, not a single portion of the development drains



           20   directly to Oil Mill Brook.  It passes through the



           21   tributary, which goes along the back of the house that



           22   is on the east side of Oil Mill Road.  And that's how we



           23   came to the conclusion that no portion of, no storm



           24   water basin is within 3,000 feet of Oil Mill Brook,



           25   tributary wise.
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            1        For Stony Brook, you know, we looked at the



            2   existing drainage patterns.  We located the storm water



            3   basins in the areas where the drainage areas naturally



            4   channelize on the site.  There is very little regrading



            5   in general across the site and there is none to, there



            6   is no regrading to redirect storm water outside of



            7   easements and swales to make sure that every bit of the



            8   development is treated through the sediment tracks.  And



            9   we are providing at least 100 feet on the site and an



           10   additional minimum of 600 feet from the property line to



           11   Stony Brook at its closest point.



           12        MS. GIANQUINTO:  You would agree with me that



           13   those, protecting those are important, right?



           14        MR. KOCHIS:  I would agree that that part of the



           15   storm water management design is to protect all



           16   receiving water courses and wetlands.



           17        MS. GIANQUINTO:  You're familiar with the



           18   requirement in the storm water quality manual that down,



           19   certain downstream resources require additional



           20   attention and protection?



           21        MR. KOCHIS:  I am aware that that certain resources



           22   require additional measures, yes.



           23        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  Including those resources



           24   that are designated as Class A water resources?



           25        MR. KOCHIS:  Yes.
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            1        MS. GIANQUINTO:  All right.  And you are aware that



            2   Stony Brook and Oil Mill Brook both are classified as



            3   Class A by DEEP, right?



            4        MR. KOCHIS:  I am aware of that.



            5        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  All right.  I would like to



            6   talk a little bit about the basins which have already



            7   been discussed today.  So I will try to cut down some of



            8   my questions.  But very generally, your plans propose



            9   three different kinds of basis, right?  You have ponds,



           10   you have infiltration basins, and then you have sand



           11   filters?



           12        MR. KOCHIS:  That is correct.  We have selected the



           13   type of storm water basin based upon the geotechnical



           14   findings.



           15        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  And, I mean, the sand



           16   filters, are they actually basins?  I mean, are sand



           17   filters different than basins?



           18        MR. KOCHIS:  I am using the term storm water



           19   management basins, that is kind of the engineering lingo



           20   for any, any design of storm water management feature,



           21   as a storm water management basin.  And it is a basin of



           22   sorts, as it does collect water.



           23        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  All right.  So I understand



           24   the differences between these three storm water



           25   practices, ponds means that there is a permanent pool of
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            1   water, right?



            2        MR. KOCHIS:  That is correct.



            3        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  And your proposing wet



            4   ponds, right?



            5        MR. KOCHIS:  That's correct.



            6        MS. GIANQUINTO:  All right.  And so, then



            7   infiltration basins, the intent there is that they are,



            8   they are capturing this storm water and they are kind of



            9   filtering it down through, right?



           10        MR. KOCHIS:  That is correct.



           11        MS. GIANQUINTO:  And then sand filters, it seemed



           12   like in the response to the interrogatories, you might



           13   look at sand filters a little differently than Mr.



           14   Trinkaus.  Do you consider sand filters to be



           15   infiltrative practices or not?



           16        MR. KOCHIS:  No, not as we have them designed.  I



           17   think, I do understand the discrepancy, but these are,



           18   the sand filters that we proposed, were proposed in



           19   areas of shallow ledge where we were not anticipating



           20   getting infiltration into the native soil.  So the sand



           21   filter is solely to serve as a water quality treatment



           22   measure.



           23        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  And in response to some of



           24   the, in one of the interrogatories, this was mentioned



           25   earlier, you had mentioned there being pipes for the
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            1   sand filters, and I also didn't see that on the plans.



            2   Is there a specific sheet plan I should be looking at



            3   for the detailed design?  Do all of the sand filters



            4   that you are proposing have pipes?



            5        MR. KOCHIS:  Yes.  All of the sand filters have



            6   pipes.  The pipe is shown on the detail in the detail



            7   page.  I can find that specific sheet, if you would like



            8   me to.



            9        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Yes.  Sorry to have you take the



           10   time, but I didn't see it anywhere.



           11        MR. KOCHIS:  It is shown on sheet C-6.2.



           12        MS. GIANQUINTO:  So which picture is it?



           13        MR. KOCHIS:  Permanent storm water basement detail



           14   on the left side of the sheet.



           15        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  All right.  Thank you.



           16   Okay.  And so, they, you are not proposing to use any



           17   swales as water quality practices, right?  They are



           18   solely intended to divert water into the basins on the



           19   site?



           20        MR. KOCHIS:  That's correct.



           21        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  All right.  The



           22   infiltration basins, I think you testified earlier that



           23   all of the basins you are proposing, so all 15, are



           24   going to be constructed early on in construction, right?



           25   And they will be used as temporary traps, and then
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            1   converted to permanent basins?



            2        MR. KOCHIS:  That is correct.



            3        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  Does, have you read the



            4   recent DEEP letter that was submitted in this petition?



            5        MR. KOCHIS:  Do you have the date of that letter in



            6   reference?



            7        MS. GIANQUINTO:  That would probably help.  Give me



            8   a second.  What I am specifically going to ask you about



            9   is, there was a comment in that letter, and this might



           10   jog your memory a little, there is a comment in this



           11   letter about the best management practices being that



           12   infiltration basins should not be constructed until



           13   close to the end of construction and should not be used



           14   as temporary traps.  Are you familiar with that general



           15   principle, at all?



           16        MR. KOCHIS:  I am familiar with the recommendation



           17   for that in the storm water management, yes.



           18        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  Can you comment on why you



           19   are not doing that, you haven't proposed to do that?



           20        MR. KOCHIS:  The best answer I could give to that



           21   is, it is a standard in Connecticut that traditionally



           22   just hasn't been followed in, for decades, more or less.



           23   There are things you can do to -- essentially the



           24   recommendation comes in because they are concerned that



           25   it is going to get silted up during construction and it
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            1   is going to lose its infiltrating capabilities.  So by



            2   measure of going in and cleaning out the silt and



            3   returning it to its native infiltration, we hope to



            4   return to it its infiltration capabilities for the



            5   permanent feature.



            6        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  So the DEEP letter is dated



            7   June 22nd, and it does say in there that best management



            8   practices indicate that for any basins designed as



            9   infiltration basins they should not be used as temporary



           10   sediment basins during construction and should be roped



           11   off, or -- sorry -- should be constructed at or near the



           12   end of development.  So you are saying that although



           13   DEEP wrote that in the letter, that is not actually a



           14   practice that is followed in Connecticut?



           15        MR. KOCHIS:  Not until very recently.  I have seen



           16   this, you know, this came out about a month, less than a



           17   month ago and I have seen it coming up extremely



           18   recently.  But as before a couple of months ago, that



           19   was not the case.



           20        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  So since it came out



           21   recently, have you had the opportunity to talk with



           22   anyone at DEEP about it?



           23        MR. KOCHIS:  We have not conversed with CT DEEP



           24   since receiving this letter.



           25        MS. GIANQUINTO:  If that is something that DEEP
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            1   Storm Water personnel requires of GRE, how would that



            2   change the plans, or would it change the plans?  I



            3   assume it could change the construction sequence, at



            4   least?



            5        MR. KOCHIS:  At a minimum it would definitely



            6   change the construction sequence.  I think we would have



            7   to look into whether it would affect the permanent



            8   layout of panels to be able to accommodate the land for



            9   temporary sediment traps and basins together.  That is a



           10   review we would have to go through.



           11        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  So there is possibility



           12   that if you are required to install separate temporary



           13   sediment traps, rather er than using those basins, as



           14   you had intended during construction, that you might not



           15   be able to construct as many solar panels, you might



           16   have to change the site design, again, right?



           17        MR. KOCHIS:  That is a distinct possibility if we



           18   need to go that route.



           19        MS. GIANQUINTO:  In looking through the site plans,



           20   I only saw a plan for one temporary sediment trap that



           21   looks like it was labeled 13A.  Is that the only one



           22   that is currently in the plans?  Am I right on that?



           23        MR. KOCHIS:  That's correct.  That's the only one



           24   that we have classified as a temporary basin, per se.



           25        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  And you testified earlier
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            1   that that is at, kind of, a natural low point in that



            2   area, right?



            3        MR. KOCHIS:  That is correct.



            4        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  Does the soil compaction or



            5   does soil compaction generally impact the infiltration



            6   capacity of basins?



            7        MR. KOCHIS:  Generally speaking, yes, it would.



            8        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  And so how do you avoid the



            9   soil compaction during construction if you are going to



           10   construct those basins earlier in the construction?



           11        MR. KOCHIS:  Well, it is going to loosen up over



           12   time by virtue of the water sitting in it.  However, we



           13   will just have to take measures to make sure that it is



           14   decompacted after the excavation takes place and also



           15   the vegetation that is installed will also serve to



           16   decompact the soil naturally.



           17        MS. GIANQUINTO:  And then, water table height



           18   impacts the design of infiltration basins, right?



           19        MR. KOCHIS:  That is correct.



           20        MS. GIANQUINTO:  And when I am just, in looking



           21   through the interrogatories, it, there was a response



           22   that said that GRE designed the infiltration and sand



           23   basins so that the bottoms of the basins would be above



           24   seasonal high ground water levels; is that right?



           25        MR. KOCHIS:  That is correct.
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            1        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  But then it seems that at



            2   least for basin five, you were conceding that the bottom



            3   of that basin is actually below the seasonable high



            4   ground water; is that right?



            5        MR. KOCHIS:  That's correct.  We are potentially



            6   needing to revise that basin as part of our CT DEEP



            7   Storm Water General Permit Process application.



            8        MS. GIANQUINTO:  So is that basin going to move, is



            9   it going to change in size, how is that basin changing?



           10        MR. KOCHIS:  The extents aren't known at this time.



           11   But it is a relatively minor change, so I would say the



           12   location of the basin would probably not be moved.



           13   However the orientation and/or the depths of it would be



           14   modified to accomplish that.



           15        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  And would that, would the



           16   grading around the basin also need to be adjusted.



           17        MR. KOCHIS:  It is possible in the redesign.



           18        MS. GIANQUINTO:  All right.  And basin five is on



           19   the eastern end of the property, right?



           20        MR. KOCHIS:  That's correct.



           21        MS. GIANQUINTO:  And would you agree that there's a



           22   fairly steep rocky ledge on that end of the property?



           23        MR. KOCHIS:  Yes, I would agree with that



           24   assessment.



           25        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Is that, is the rocky ledge going
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            1   to limit your ability to move this basin around so that



            2   it functions as intended?



            3        MR. KOCHIS:  Well, the rocky ledge is quite a bit



            4   farther to the east from where the basins are proposed.



            5   So I mean, generally speaking the farther into the



            6   center of the site we go, we are going to get more



            7   overburdened and less, more depth to bed rock.  So if



            8   anything, if we needed to relocate the basin, it would



            9   have to move to the west.  Well, in all likelihood, and



           10   it is currently placed up against the 100-foot buffer



           11   outside of it, so we wouldn't really have the



           12   flexibility to go to the east without affecting that



           13   wetland.



           14        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  So if that, to redesign



           15   that basin, it sounds like you are probably going to



           16   have to move it west, so therefore into where the solar



           17   panels are.



           18        MR. KOCHIS:  That is an option, however it may also



           19   be feasible to just change the orientation of the basin



           20   and extend it further to the north.



           21        MS. GIANQUINTO:  And is it possible that in



           22   changing the orientation that some of that grading would



           23   then extend into the 100 foot wetland buffer there?



           24        MR. KOCHIS:  I can say with confidence that any



           25   change we make to that basin if, or as needed, we would
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            1   not go into the 100-foot buffer to do so.



            2        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  So in response to some of



            3   Save the River, Save the Hills interrogatories, it looks



            4   like there was an admission that the infiltration basins



            5   don't have pretreatment four bays, right, which is



            6   required by the storm water quality manual?



            7        MR. HOFFMAN:  Ms. Gianquinto, could you specify



            8   which interrogatory you are referring to?



            9        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Sure.  It looks like it was



           10   question 21, so that would have been our first set of



           11   interrogatories.  I think those responses would have



           12   been dated April 27th.



           13        MR. KOCHIS:  I have that in front of me and we have



           14   already comitted to revising the site plans to include



           15   pretreatment four bays upstream of the infiltration



           16   basin locations.



           17        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  Do you know how far



           18   upstream those four bays are going to be from the basin?



           19        MR. KOCHIS:  I definitely don't know the specific



           20   distance at this time without doing the redesign, but I



           21   would think they would be fairly close.



           22        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Do you know how large they are



           23   going to be?  Like what does a four bay look like?



           24        MR. KOCHIS:  Well, the other four bays that we had



           25   designed for the project are effectively not much
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            1   different than rain guards.  They are shallow



            2   depressions that can capture and infiltrate runoff.



            3        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Is the size of the four bay



            4   dependent on how, on the size of the basin, so the



            5   bigger the basin, the bigger the four bay you would need



            6   for the pretreatment?



            7        MR. KOCHIS:  The size of the four bay is going to



            8   be governed by the required water quality volume



            9   tributary for that watershed.



           10        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  Generally is the size of



           11   the basin, I mean, the size of the basin is also



           12   dependent on the water quality volume that is draining



           13   there, right?



           14        MR. KOCHIS:  In part, yes.



           15        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  And so, and I know you are



           16   an engineer, you don't want to talk in generalities, but



           17   very generally, very big picture, the more water quality



           18   volume that is draining there, the bigger the basin is



           19   going to be, right?



           20        MR. KOCHIS:  I would so in more cases than less.



           21   What goes into the design of the storm water basin is



           22   the required water quality volumes, the peak rate of



           23   runoff attenuation and the stream channel protection



           24   criteria.  So there are multiple things that govern the



           25   size and location of storm water basins.  Water quality

�

                                                                      126







            1   is only one part of that.  So I think you are right in



            2   saying that as an engineer I can't say it is directly



            3   related to the size of the basin, but it is one of the



            4   criteria.



            5        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  So, but as of now, you



            6   don't know exactly where those four bays are going to go



            7   and you don't know exactly how big they are going to be,



            8   right?



            9        MR. KOCHIS:  That's correct.  As of right now, we



           10   don't know that specifically.



           11        MS. GIANQUINTO:  So since you are submitting



           12   revised site plans with respect to the access



           13   roads, would the plan be to also include that design in



           14   there, so that we can all see the impact of those four



           15   bays on the site plans?



           16        MR. KOCHIS:  We can, yes, we can include those four



           17   bays on the revised site plan.



           18        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  Do the four bays themselves



           19   require additional grading or anything like that, that



           20   would change the clearing limits or might impact the



           21   layout of the panels?



           22        MR. KOCHIS:  I would say, to answer the first part



           23   of your question, the design of the four bays will not



           24   affect the clearing limits, at all, because the four



           25   bays are all going to go upstream, up the water quality
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            1   treatment basins and not downstream where they would



            2   potentially be affecting clearing limits.  However, it



            3   is all going to be tied to the redesign of the basin



            4   itself and the layout of the four bays.  So I can't say



            5   with certainty whether we will be able to make it work



            6   without affecting the layout of the panels, but I don't



            7   suspect it is going to be a large change to the layout



            8   of the panel's, if any.



            9        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Sorry, some of my questions have



           10   already been addressed, so I am just trying to cut them



           11   down.  Sand filter number, which is basin number 10, it



           12   looked like you agree in the interrogatories that



           13   pretreatment is required for that one, right?  You had



           14   it for basins three and eight, but not for 10 for some



           15   reason.



           16        MR. KOCHIS:  I believe that is correct.



           17        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  And so, is that something



           18   that you would also be including in the revised plans



           19   that are going to be submitted?



           20        MR. KOCHIS:  That can be included, as well, yes.



           21        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  With respect to the



           22   ponds, so you agreed earlier that they are wet ponds,



           23   right?  And so, they are going to have standing water in



           24   them, especially during the wet season, which is



           25   generally the spring.
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            1        MR. KOCHIS:  That's correct.  The selection of the



            2   wet ponds in those locations was chosen because those



            3   areas didn't exhibit shallow ledge, but they exhibited



            4   seasonable high ground water.  Evidence of shallow



            5   seasonal high ground water.



            6        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  All right.  And none of



            7   those ponds are shaded, right?  They are all going to be



            8   in the sun?



            9        MR. KOCHIS:  The most current iteration of the plan



           10   does not include shading for those ponds.  Specifically



           11   for those ponds.



           12        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  So that means that if water



           13   is sitting in those ponds and it is sunny, it is going



           14   to heat up, right?



           15        MR. KOCHIS:  In theory, yes.



           16        MS. GIANQUINTO:  There is a potential for that to



           17   happen.



           18        MR. KOCHIS:  Obviously shading is something that,



           19   that isn't preferred in the solar project, typically.



           20        MS. GIANQUINTO:  I understand that.  Do you know



           21   how close ponds 11 and 12 are to that intermittent



           22   stream that is contained in the wetland there?  I think



           23   that is wetland one.



           24        MR. KOCHIS:  I am just trying to pull that plan up.



           25   I can certainly get an exact number, if there's --
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            1   approximated at this time to be about --



            2        MR. HOFFMAN:  Steve, you cut out again.



            3        MR. SILVESTRI:  Yeah --



            4        MS. GIANQUINTO:  I'm sorry, you cut out.



            5        MR. KOCHIS:  Can you guys here me okay, now?



            6        MR. SILVESTRI:  Now we can, yes.  Thank you.



            7        MR. KOCHIS:  I don't have the exact number.  But



            8   based off of the review of the plan I would estimate --



            9        MR. SILVESTRI:  You cut out again.



           10        MR. KOCHIS:  Can you guys hear me, okay?



           11        MR. SILVESTRI:  Go ahead.



           12        MR. KOCHIS:  I would estimate that the distance to



           13   be about 400 feet.



           14        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  Thank you.  Okay.  With



           15   respect to pollutants, does VHB believe that there is



           16   any risk of pollutants, and I am including nitrogen



           17   loads in there, running off the site, either from the



           18   panels or from the concrete pads?



           19        MR. KOCHIS:  Our belief and anticipation is that --



           20   well, I could say with confidence that there is no



           21   particular chemical or suspended solid that we are



           22   concerned will run off the site.  We are meeting all of



           23   the goals for the state for water quality protection and



           24   there is no specific concern there.



           25        MS. GIANQUINTO:  In creating the site plans for the
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            1   site, did you review the Niantic Watershed Protection



            2   Plan?



            3        MR. KOCHIS:  We did review that document.



            4        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  And you were aware that



            5   what is in there, there was an analysis of certain,



            6   certain areas and the potential for development, impact



            7   of development on the nitrogen loads going into the



            8   Niantic River Watershed?



            9        MR. KOCHIS:  We did see some of that documentation,



           10   yes.



           11        MS. GIANQUINTO:  And did you do any kind of



           12   analysis or investigation as to where this particular



           13   site is in terms of the risk of development on this site



           14   and how it might impact the nitrogen load?



           15        MR. KOCHIS:  I believe this question has already



           16   been answered earlier today, but as noted, we don't have



           17   any specific concern about nitrogen leaving the project.



           18        MS. GIANQUINTO:  All right.  So then there was no



           19   separate analysis because you are not concerned with



           20   that risk then, right?



           21        MR. KOCHIS:  There was no separate analysis for



           22   nitrogen, no.



           23        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Mr. Mercier asked you a couple of



           24   questions about vernal pools and the development within



           25   both the envelope and the critical, the critical
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            1   habitat.  And I had some of the same questions and I



            2   think I know the answer now, but I just wanted to



            3   clarify this a little bit.



            4        So in the original interrogatories that were



            5   responded to by GRE, and I know you weren't involved in



            6   the project at that point, but in the original



            7   interrogatories, the predevelopment numbers were



            8   incredibly low for both the vernal pool envelope and the



            9   critical terrestrial habitat like, I think the highest



           10   one was like four, something or six something.  So, in



           11   response to the interrogatories in this petition, the



           12   predevelopment, developed numbers were much higher, so



           13   they were like in the 20s and even higher.  So am I



           14   correct that it is likely that discrepancy is because



           15   you were considering the impact of the logging that has



           16   been done in the interim?



           17        MR. KOCHIS:  That's correct.



           18        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  And so, sitting here right



           19   now, it sounds like, based on your answer to Mr.



           20   Mercier's questions, you can't tell us the actual



           21   percentage of any additional development that would be



           22   due to just this project, because you were including the



           23   logging within that larger number.



           24        MR. KOCHIS:  That's correct.  But I believe we



           25   committed to getting those numbers to the Council.
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            1        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  Yes, I just wanted to make



            2   sure I understood that part, thanks.



            3        And then Mr. Mercier also asked a couple of



            4   questions about the migratory habits of some of the



            5   amphibians and the possibility of the ponds in proximity



            6   being, acting as decoy pools.  And it sounded like his



            7   questions are kind of aimed at asking for a commitment



            8   for post constructio monitoring to remedy any issues



            9   with decoy pools.  If the project is designed with the



           10   ponds in, with the ponds further away from vernal pool



           11   three, that would also handle any issues with decoy



           12   pools, right?  The further away those are, the less



           13   risks there is that those species are going to treat it



           14   as a decoy pool.



           15        MR. SHAMAS:  This Jeff Shamas, I will respond to



           16   that.  That is not always the case because the dispersal



           17   distance of species can vary depending on the species



           18   that you are talking about.  So frogs will be a lot



           19   further than salamanders.



           20        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  You didn't do any surveys



           21   of the migratory habitats, right, so you don't know



           22   whether those species are coming from offsite or staying



           23   within the site or where -- basically, you don't know



           24   their patterns, right?  You didn't study that?



           25        MR. SHAMAS:  When we did the surveys in the spring
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            1   there, we didn't do pitfall trappings around the sites.



            2   Around the vernal pools.



            3        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  Thanks.  All right.  I have



            4   a couple of questions about bats.  So I think, Mr.



            5   Shamas, that is probably you.  You were asked, or I



            6   think it was you, you were asked a couple of questions



            7   about the Northern Long Eared Bat and Fish and Wildlife



            8   service.  So if I understand correctly, Fish and



            9   Wildlife Service listed the Northern Long Eared Bat as



           10   something that could be on site but didn't list anything



           11   specific to the site that would indicate it was present;



           12   is that right?



           13        MR. SHAMAS:  Correct.



           14        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  And because DEEP didn't



           15   list the Northern Long Eared Bat, VHB didn't conduct any



           16   bat surveys, is that right?



           17        MR. SHAMAS:  Yes, it was not a requirement to study



           18   the bats.



           19        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  So that is despite the fact



           20   that the August 2018 DEEP letter did mention the lack of



           21   bat surveys.



           22        MR. SHAMAS:  With the new application and,



           23   submitted to Natural Diversity Database, we evaluated



           24   the information that they thought was important for the



           25   site.
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            1        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  Are you familiar with the



            2   Quinebaug Solar Project, also in Connecticut?



            3        MR. SHAMAS:  Yes.  Yes.



            4        MS. GIANQUINTO:  All right.  So --



            5        MR. SHAMAS:  Somewhat.  I am not the environmental



            6   person on that, but I am aware of it.



            7        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Understood.  I am just, I am



            8   asking about it, just as an example.  So my



            9   understanding of what happened with that site with



           10   respect to bats is that a bat survey was done



           11   specifically for the Northern Long Eared Bat, and then



           12   they actually found two state protected species of bats,



           13   are you familiar with that, at all?



           14        MR. SHAMAS:  No.



           15        MR. HOFFMAN:  I am going to object to the



           16   questions, as to the relevance of it.



           17        MR. SILVESTRI:  Yeah, Attorney Gianquinto, I am not



           18   sure where you are going with that one, having no one



           19   involved on the panel being involved with that project,



           20   not sure where you are going.



           21        MS. GIANQUINTO:  I am asking him if he was aware of



           22   it, and he said no.  So, got it.  I will move on.



           23        MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you.



           24        MS. GIANQUINTO:  You, so Mr. Shamas, you haven't



           25   conducted any bat surveys, so you don't actually know
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            1   sitting here, if there are bats that live on the site,



            2   or that exist on the site?



            3        MR. SHAMAS:  Correct.  We know that it is not in a



            4   roosting area.



            5        MS. GIANQUINTO:  How do you know it is not in a



            6   roosting area, if you haven't done any bat survey?



            7        MR. SHAMAS:  The hibernacular, I should say, the



            8   mapping.



            9        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  I am not sure who this



           10   should be addressed to, but I have questions about a



           11   fire code requirement.  So the Town, in response to



           12   interrogatories from Save the Rivers, Save the Hills



           13   about fire safety issues, the Fire Marshal referenced a



           14   couple of specific fire prevention codes.  And my



           15   reading of these codes indicates that the, that they



           16   were specific to ground mounted solar installations and



           17   that they require a noncombustible base around the



           18   panel.  So there is not, to my understanding, vegetation



           19   would be potentially combustible.  So I was wondering



           20   what GRE's response to that is.  So I don't know who



           21   that should go to.



           22        MR. LA MARCHE:  Can you direct to the exact



           23   document that you are referring to?



           24        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Sure.  So that is the Town's, the



           25   Town's response to our interrogatories which was
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            1   submitted -- sorry -- that was submitted on June 17th.



            2   And so, the fire marshal cites to a couple provisions of



            3   the Fire Prevention Code.  And then if you actually go



            4   and look up that code, it refers to noncombustible base



            5   as being required around the solar arrays which are not



            6   present here.



            7        MR. HOFFMAN:  I am sorry, Ms. Gianquinto does that



            8   fire code say the grass is combustible?



            9        MS. GIANQUINTO:  No.  No.  No.  It says, it says a



           10   noncombustible base must be provided, such as a gravel



           11   base or other noncombustible base.  So I am asking if



           12   vegetation is noncombustible.  Like I assumed GRE has



           13   had experience with this provision on different sites,



           14   as well.  So I am trying to figure out how that portion



           15   of the fire code is going to be complied with.



           16        MR. SILVESTRI:  That might be a question better



           17   asked of the fire marshal, when we do have them.



           18        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Oh, but Mr. Silvestri, this goes



           19   to the design.  So, like, if the code requires that



           20   there is a gravel or other noncombustible base, I would



           21   think that would go to the designers of the, of the



           22   site.



           23        MR. SILVESTRI:  Yes.  The confusion I have is, if I



           24   don't know what noncombustible might mean, it might be



           25   hard to answer.
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            1        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  I guess I had been assuming



            2   that since GRE has done this before, they probably



            3   encountered it before, so I would --



            4        MR. SILVESTRI:  Well, we could ask that question.



            5   I not the sure if we could get an answer at this point



            6   without a good definition from the fire marshal.



            7        MS. GIANQUINTO:  All right.  Sure.  So I guess a



            8   more general question is, you guys have built, or at



            9   least you have gotten approval for sites in Connecticut,



           10   and has this come up before, how have you addressed it,



           11   has it never come up?



           12        MR. LA MARCHE:  This specific question has not come



           13   up before and has not been an issue in the past.



           14        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  So you haven't faced any



           15   questions about this provision in the fire code, then?



           16        MR. LA MARCHE:  Correct.



           17        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.



           18        MR. KOCHIS:  This is Steve, I would just add that,



           19   you know, following standard engineering



           20   practices, every solar facility, to my knowledge, that



           21   has been installed in the state to date, has used grass



           22   as the cover type under the panels.



           23        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Yeah, that is my understanding,



           24   too.  That is why I was surprised to see that in there,



           25   and so I wanted to know how it is handled.  Okay.  I
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            1   guess we can leave that for the fire marshal.



            2        Has GRE had experience with any fires at any of its



            3   installations to date?



            4        MR. LA MARCHE:  I cannot answer that 100 percent.



            5   I have not been with Greenskies for its entirety.  I



            6   have not had any personal, I have not seen any fires on



            7   any of our sites at Greenskies to date.  So that is all



            8   I know.



            9        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  I mean, solar installations



           10   have experienced fires, though, before, right?  You are



           11   aware of that, just generally in the industry?



           12        MR. LA MARCHE:  Sure.



           13        MS. GIANQUINTO:  It happens sometimes.



           14        Okay.  And so, if this happens on this site, where



           15   is the water source for putting the fire out, how does



           16   that work?



           17        MR. LA MARCHE:  I mean, my understanding is that



           18   it, that is another question for the, for the Town, for



           19   the fire marshal.  We are, we are not providing a water



           20   source as part of this project.



           21        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  And if a fire were to



           22   happen, some of those materials that you are talking



           23   about earlier that could be in the solar arrays, such as



           24   the lead or the PFAS, those could get into the



           25   environment and into the water supply if there was a

�

                                                                      139







            1   fire, right?  Because although, I mean, they are



            2   encapsulated, so I understand generally they are not



            3   going to be in the atmosphere, but if something did go



            4   wrong, that could result in those materials leaching



            5   into the water supply, right?



            6        MR. HOFFMAN:  Mr. Silvestri, I object to the



            7   question.  That calls for speculation the witnesses



            8   don't know, and they are being asked to speculate on



            9   something far afield from any of the witnesses'



           10   testimony --



           11        MR. SILVESTRI:  Attorney Hoffman, I only heard part



           12   of that, can you repeat it please?



           13        MR. HOFFMAN:  Certainly.  I would like to object to



           14   that question to the extent that it calls for



           15   speculation.  We are going fairly far afield for any of



           16   the witnesses' relevant expertise, as opposed, if you



           17   ruled, they can answer if they know.  But it is a pretty



           18   speculative question.



           19        MR. SILVESTRI:  No, I do agree that it is



           20   speculative, and I would like to move on with that,



           21   because we really don't have an answer except for what



           22   ifs, and I don't know if the what ifs could be



           23   quantified.



           24        MS. GIANQUINTO:  So the objection is sustained,



           25   then?
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            1        MR. SILVESTRI:  Yes.



            2        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  Thank you.  Okay.  I would



            3   like to turn, I think, back to Mr. Kochis, sorry.  I



            4   wanted to talk about Appendix One to the general permit,



            5   the proposed Appendix One a little bit.



            6        MR. KOCHIS:  Sorry.  The Appendix I?



            7        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Oh, I.  Yes.  Sorry.  It is



            8   getting late.  Appendix I. All right.  So I understand



            9   your testimony that your position is that this site



           10   complies with all of the criteria necessary for the



           11   solar panel to be considered pervious, right?



           12        MR. KOCHIS:  That's correct.



           13        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  All right.  So, if you look



           14   at 1C, you would agree that there are requirements for



           15   different slopes on the site, right?



           16        MR. KOCHIS:  That's correct.



           17        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  So there are slopes on the



           18   site that are greater than five percent, but less than



           19   10 percent, right?  So, that fit into that second bullet



           20   point?



           21        MR. KOCHIS:  That's correct.



           22        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  And so if we read that that



           23   provision it says, for slopes greater than five percent,



           24   but less than 10 percent, practices including, but not



           25   limited to, level spreaders, terraces or berms as
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            1   described in figure G below shall be used to ensure long



            2   term sheet flow conditions, right?



            3        MR. KOCHIS:  That's correct.



            4        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  Where on the site plans are



            5   there level spreaders?



            6        MR. KOCHIS:  There are no level spreaders proposed



            7   inside the array.  The sheet flow conditions will be



            8   maintained by use of the natural existing grading.



            9        MS. GIANQUINTO:  And where are there terraces?



           10        MR. KOCHIS:  Again, we are not proposing to regrade



           11   to, to create more disturbance to create terraces.



           12        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  And there are no berms



           13   within the array, right?  Only on the outer perimeter?



           14        MR. KOCHIS:  That's correct.



           15        MS. GIANQUINTO:  With -- all right.  So if you look



           16   at Figure two that is referenced there.  I think on, I



           17   think it is on the second to last page, it is when I



           18   printed out.  So Figure two, depicts level spreaders or



           19   energy dissipaters under the drip line edge of the solar



           20   panels, right?



           21        MR. KOCHIS:  Yes.



           22        MS. GIANQUINTO:  And you don't have any of that in



           23   this site design, right?



           24        MR. KOCHIS:  The current site plans do not include



           25   the gravel drip edge, that is correct.
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            1        MS. GIANQUINTO:  And so your testimony is that the



            2   site never, the site design nevertheless fits this



            3   provision because you are using the natural flow



            4   patterns of the site?



            5        MR. KOCHIS:  That's correct.  There is no, the



            6   only, there are no spots inside the site where it



            7   channelizes flow.  And by the reading of that, it is



            8   inclusive to have multiple types of measures.  It



            9   doesn't have to be one of those types.



           10        MS. GIANQUINTO:  All right.  But, so your testimony



           11   is that you are insuring the sheet flow conditions and



           12   that there will not be any channelized flow anywhere on



           13   the site based on your design.



           14        MR. KOCHIS:  We are ensuring long-term sheet flow



           15   conditions.



           16        MS. GIANQUINTO:  What about the channelization



           17   part?



           18        MR. KOCHIS:  It would be implied that we will not



           19   have channelized flow under the arrays.



           20        MS. GIANQUINTO:  So the solar panels are not



           21   proposed to -- they are facing south, right, for maximum



           22   sun exposure?



           23        MR. KOCHIS:  That's correct.



           24        MS. GIANQUINTO:  Okay.  And the site doesn't slope



           25   south exclusively, right?  There are places on, in this
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            1   design where the panels are actually going to be, I



            2   guess I would describe it, kind of as, flow



            3   perpendicular to the topography?



            4        MR. KOCHIS:  Yes.  I would say the slope is



            5   angulating that, you know, the consideration to the



            6   orientation of the panels is another part of Appendix I,



            7   and there is no part of the site where it drains



            8   entirely to the east or to the west.  We will get sheet



            9   flow under the panels as it goes partially north and



           10   south.



           11        MS. GIANQUINTO:  In your experience with the



           12   remediation work that you have done, was one of the



           13   issues that the flows become channelized and caused



           14   erosion?



           15        MR. KOCHIS:  The only instance where that was a



           16   case was from a utility trench, that was left open.  It



           17   wasn't, it wasn't tied to the drip line edge.



           18        MS. GIANQUINTO:  What about the --



           19        MR. SILVESTRI:  I am sorry, Attorney Gianquinto, I



           20   was just going to mention, we are getting close to 5:00



           21   o'clock.  I don't know how much more you might have, if



           22   you need a couple of minutes to wrap up or another



           23   question, and then we continue to next time.  How does



           24   it look on your side?



           25        MS. GIANQUINTO:  I probably have about another half
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            1   hour, I am sorry to say.  So it is probably better to



            2   stop now.



            3        MR. SILVESTRI:  Are you at a good stopping point or



            4   did you have one more question related to drips and



            5   channelized flow.



            6        MS. GIANQUINTO:  No, that's -- I know, everyone is



            7   fascinated.  So this is a fine stopping point.  I can



            8   pick up just as easily there.



            9        MR. SILVESTRI:  Okay.  That is appreciated, like I



           10   say.



           11        All right, ladies and gentlemen, it is 4:59 on my



           12   clock.  The Council will recess until 6:30 p.m., at



           13   which time we will commenced the public comment session



           14   of this remote public hearing, and I thank you all for



           15   your patience and participation.  We will see you in



           16   about an hour and a half.  Thank you.



           17



           18          (Whereupon the hearing ended at 4:59 p.m.)
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